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All over the world, those institutions aware of the 
necessity of teacher training provide their staff with pre­
service and in-service teacher training programs. This survey 
intended to look into the pre-service and in-service teacher 
training programs at the English Preparatory Schools of 26 
universities in Turkey. The researcher set out to determine 
which universities provided their staff with pre-service and 
in-service teacher training programs, and the attitude of 
English Language Teaching (ELT) teachers throughout Turkey 
towards such programs. If the institution did offer training 
programs, then the general nature and content of such 
programs were examined, as were the participating teachers in 
such programs, and the teacher trainers. The study also 
examined which forms of training programs and other forms of 
self-development were favoured by teachers.
Data were gathered through the administration of two 
similar questionnaires to three groups, namely to 
administrators, teacher trainers and teachers. As a result 27 
administrators, 11 teacher trainers and 138 teachers from 21 
universities responded to the survey. Data were analyzed 
quantitatively and frequency and percentages were arrived at.
As for Likert-scale items, means and standard deviations were 
computed and further displayed in tables. In the Chapter 4, 
quantitative data regarding the responses of all the 176 
respondents nation-wide are presented in tables. In Appendix 
D, information regarding the view of respondents from each 
university can be found. The survey revealed that only 6 of 
the 26 universities had Teacher Training Units, and that in 
only four of these were teachers given specific teacher 
training programs which gave a certificate or a diploma, in 
contrast to regular workshops and seminars held at each 
university. Findings indicated that not all universities were 
able to provide their staff with either pre-service or in- 
service teacher training programs. 85% of the respondents 
stated that they had not attended any specific training 
program so far. That 45% of the teachers at the Preparatory 
schools have MAs or MSs was another finding. In spite of the 
fact that figures showed that the more experienced teachers 
became, the less they attended teacher training programs, all 
of the teachers who participated in the study said that they 
would like to attend in-service teacher training programs in 
the future, if they were offered any, because of the fact 
that they saw such programs as part of their professional 
development.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Throughout the history of language teaching 
methodology, both the role of the teacher and the 
idealization of that role in the eyes of experts has 
shifted from an authoritarian figure, to that of a guide, 
a director, a supporter, a friend and / or a confidante. 
This has been particularly so in the last quarter of the 
century, especially following the emergence of innovative 
methods like Suggestopedia, Community Language Learning 
and Communicative Language Teaching. According to 
Murdoch, (1990) the teacher's role has gone through a 
radical change, "and no longer expected to tightly 
orchestrate and dominate everything in the classroom, the 
teacher now acts as a facilitator who simply sets up 
conditions and activities that enable students to operate 
with language ..."(p.27).
This change in the role of the teacher has occurred 
firstly, because the era we live in, being one of change, 
necessitates retraining in all fields, and secondly 
because it is believed that the twenty-first century will 
see rapid change and impermanence where individuals will 
never be able to complete their education and where they 
will also not expect to enter a job or profession and 
remain in it without retraining (Lange, p. 255).
Change in the role of the teacher is particularly 
discernible in the field of English Language Teaching 
(ELT) where the movements in methodology have created
"many fluctuations and dramatic shifts over the years" 
(Celce-Murcia,1991,p.3). In other words, the changing 
roles of the teacher have been dramatic as a result of 
changing ELT methodology, rapid change and impermanence 
with which the teacher has to keep up, and in the long 
run, the beneficial purpose of raising the learning 
effectiveness of the students.
There are various possible ways teachers who wish to 
add to what they already know can actually accomplish 
this, depending on what the notions of change and keeping 
up-to-date m.ean to them, so as not to lag behind the era 
they live in and replicate their, by then, outdated 
teaching practices, which will reflect themselves in what 
they know, what they teach and how they teach it.
In this paper, especially two dimensions of teacher 
development, namely pre-service and in-service teacher 
training programs, will be examined in detail. Also,■ 
professional development will be used synonymously with 
teacher development, which comprises of both teacher 
training and self-development.
Pre-service and in-service training programs are 
designed to aid the teacher with information that will 
help the teacher overcome certain difficulties she may 
come across, or help the teacher further in her teaching 
once she has actively started to teach. Lange defines the 
term of teacher development as "a term used in the 
literature to describe a process of continual
intellectual, experiential and attitudinal growth of 
teachers, some of which is generated in preprofessional 
and professional in-service programs" (p.250), actually- 
referring to pre-service and in-service teacher training 
programs. (Detailed information regarding pre-service and 
in-service teaching programs can be found in Chapter 2.)
Other forms of development teachers can accomplish on 
their own or in groups, without actually attending teacher 
training programs will also be mentioned. Teacher self- 
development (where the teacher is alone in her quest for 
novelty) and cooperative development (where several 
teachers with similar problems or desires cooperate in 
order to overcome what it is that they wish to change) 
will also be taken into consideration, as some teachers 
may prefer practices which help them advance individually 
rather than participate in any program or collaborative 
workshop, among which are reflection, teacher-as- 
researcher and empowerment. While one teacher may feel she 
profits more from training programs, another may advocate 
forms of self-development such as following the current 
literature on her own, carrying out action research in her 
class, or consulting colleagues for advice.
There are various ways of keeping up-to-date as 
Prodromou (1991) mentions in Krai. "Subscribing to ELT 
magazines and journals, joining professional organizations 
such as lATEFL and TESOL and attending their conferences 
whenever possible" (p.86) is a possible beginning. Among
other self-development practices are "forming local 
teachers' groups and holding regular meetings to discuss 
regular problems, and inviting fellow teachers / teacher 
trainers to contribute lectures and workshops".
One other favourable way of retraining or self­
development in ELT is made possible through reflection, 
which can be facilitated, as Wallace puts it, by "personal 
recall, where the teacher and/or observers of the lesson 
simply try to remember what they can of the professional 
action, by documented recall, audiotapes, videotapes, or 
transcripts noted down by a trained observer or a 
colleague" (p.63).
Bartlett (1990) in Richards and Nunan, supports 
Wallace when he talks of reflective teaching as "another 
form of inquiry intended to help teachers improve their 
practice" (p.202). Bartlett also reports that "since the 
early eighties a number of approaches to teacher 
development have been proposed and that these approaches 
include the teacher-as-researcher, action research, 
clinical supervision, and the critical pedagogy 
perspective" (p.202).
Yet another favourable way of self-development is 
empowerment. Julian Edge (1992), talks about empowerment's 
being "the goal of working out our way forward, and that 
cooperative development is the framework for empowerment" 
(p.l). The outcome of cooperative development is 
"awareness of our own strengths and skills, appreciation
of the skills of others, willingness to listen to others, 
ability to respond to the needs of own our teaching 
situations, and confidence in our capacity to empower 
ourselves" (p.l).
In the light of what has been said above, one can say 
that this study attempts to investigate the accessibility 
of pre-service and in-service teacher training programs, 
which have arisen as a result of a need for professional 
change and development of Turkish foreign language 
teachers at preparatory schools of universities. If 
institutions support and offer pre-service and in-service 
training programs to their staff, then those teachers 
aware of the necessity of novelty and development, besides 
utilizing what they can pursue on their own, will surely 
also make the best use of the facilities their 
institutions have to offer. Ultimately, whatever form of 
teacher training or teacher development is pursued, be it 
in-service training or empowerment, these practices are 
geared at raising the learning effectiveness of the 
students, who will in the long run benefit from the 
training or development of the teachers.
Background of the Study
Turkey, being a country which gives great importance 
to second language teaching, namely English, has both 
schools and universities in which the medium of 
instruction is English. In some Turkish universities,
students are taught English at Preparatory schools, also 
sometimes called School of Foreign Languages, or 
Department/School of Basic English. At such schools, 
students are provided with one-year intensive study of 
English so as to enable them to continue with their 
higher-level studies.
The Higher Education Law in Turkey (art.35), states 
that institutions of higher education are themselves 
responsible for the training of their academic staff, both 
at home and abroad, in order to meet their own needs 
(Higher Education System of Turkey,1994, p.l5). However, 
there is no law that mandates that Preparatory schools at 
universities' Schools of Foreign Languages have pre­
service or in-service teacher training programs.
The researcher, as a lecturer at a Preparatory school 
of an English-medium university, was interested in how 
institutions differed in the training they offered to 
their staff. During a pilot study, which consisted of 
interviews with teachers working at different 
universities, it was found that the educational background 
of English teachers at the preparatory schools changes 
from institution to institution. It was observed that 
depending on the policy of the institution, certain 
universities only accept teachers who have graduated from 
an ELT department, while others allow those with BA 
degrees from any field as long as they are proficient in 
English. Again, while some universities may make all their
staff attend a TEFL course, others may prefer self­
development on the part of the teacher.
Statement of the Problem
The Higher Education Law in Turkey (art. 35, p.l5) 
states that institutions of higher education are 
themselves responsible for the training of their academic 
staff, both at home and abroad, in order to meet their 
needs. A pilot study carried out by the researcher, 
however, revealed two facts :l)that there is a discrepancy 
in the background of the teachers working at Preparatory 
schools, 2)that some universities do not provide their 
teaching staff with professional development opportunities 
following employment.
Whether teachers are ELT or literature graduates will 
most probably shape their instruction practices. Some sort 
of a unity in teaching practices or professional exchange 
may be made possible through in-service or pre-service 
training programs where trainees have an opportunity to 
exchange ideas.
It was also found that at some institutions, both 
administrators and teachers feel that teachers are 
proficient enough without professional development. That 
other institutions lack staff and resources to support 
professional development activities also came out of the 
pilot study. Yet at others, it was seen that institutional 
pressures, such as the loaded working hours of teachers.
seemed to override good intentions in respect to creating 
professional development opportunities.
This study undertook to investigate the existing 
professional development opportunities, namely pre-service 
and in-service teacher training programs for Turkish 
English-language teachers and to identify the current 
situation in teacher training programs at Preparatory 
schools.
Purpose of the Study
The aim of this study is to survey and investigate 
the nature of the current training / development programs 
available for English teachers in all the 26 universities 
in Turkey where there are departments in which the medium 
of instruction is English. What is meant by "the nature" 
is namely the content, duration and location of training 
programs, including such information as which specific 
programs are offered to teachers. Apart from the nature of 
the programs, participants and teacher trainers in such 
programs will also be looked into. Degree of participation 
will be investigated, as will the teaching experience of 
participating teachers. Finally, whether it is training 
programs or forms of self-development that are favoured or 
available, and what routes of self- development are 
advocated and carried out by the teaching staff at these 
institutions will be examined.
Research Questions
The study aims to answer the following research 
questions by:
a) determining Teacher Training Programs (TTPs)(research
question # 1),
b) describing TTPs (research questions # 2,3,4,5, 6),
c) eliciting opinions of administrators, teacher trainers
and teachers concerning the functioning of TTPs 
(research questions # 7,8,9,10).
1) Which universities in Turkey have Pre-service and/or
In-service TTPs for EFL teachers?
2) What is the content, duration, and location of TTPs
available to teachers?
3) Are TTPs compulsory for teachers to attend?
4) Are TTPs evaluated?
5) What are the reasons for necessity for TTPs?
6) What is the rate of participation in TTPs?
7) What is the experience and training of participants and
teacher trainers in TTPs?
8) What are the general opinions of teachers regarding
TTPs?
- i.e. What extent do participants report that the 
training their universities have provided them 
have been beneficial?; What sorts of problems 
might teachers encounter with TTPs?; Why might
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some teachers be reluctant to attend such 
programs?
9) Do the perceptions of such training programs differ
from administrators and teacher trainers to teachers 
within institutions?
10) Do teachers prefer training courses or forms of self­
development, if the latter, what forms of self- 
development are advocated and carried out by 
teachers?
Significance of the Study 
According to information received from the Higher 
Education Council (YOK), a study that gives a general view 
of the status quo of teacher training programs at 
Preparatory schools at universities in Turkey has not yet 
been carried out. After the collection of data reflecting 
the tendencies of teaching staff and administrators 
regarding teacher training, it is believed this study 
could set the basis for further investigation of teacher 
training models that might be adopted by some of these 
institutions in the future.
There is also the possibility that during the process 
of filling out of the questionnaires, participants (be 
they administrators or teachers) might consider the 
necessity of teacher training programs, or other forms of 
self-development, and decide to take action accordingly. 
Therefore, the study can also be considered as an 
awareness-raising activity.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction
This descriptive study attempts to reflect the kind 
and nature of pre-service and in-service teacher training 
programs available to staff working at 26 universities 
where there are EFL Preparatory Schools in Turkey. The aim 
is to see which universities provide their staff with pre­
service and in-service teacher training programs, and the 
nature of these programs, namely which specific programs 
are offered, the content of the programs, how long they 
last, where they are held, whether it is compulsory to 
attend them or not, and whether the programs are 
evaluated. Who the teacher trainers are is another issue 
that will be examined. The researcher would also like to 
cite reasons as to why it is beneficial to offer training 
programs; for example, the effects of not providing pre­
service may be various, ranging from the novice teachers' 
adopting the apprenticeship model, to their becoming 
teachers who, in time, unconsciously refrain from 
advancing.
As the aim of both pre-service and in-service courses 
is to help the teacher advance so as to ensure 
professional development on her (and in the long run on 
the students') behalf, the researcher also decided to 
determine whether teachers prefer attending such courses, 
or whether they prefer other forms of professional 
development to pursue novelty and change for the better.
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As context for this, and also as a reminder to those 
teachers to whom regular teacher training programs are 
inaccessible, issues of self-development such as 
collaborative work and action research will be also be 
reviewed. Readers will also be informed of various 
courses, among which are certain post-graduate courses and 
the correspondence course.
Apprenticeship Model of Career Development
While students graduate from their universities with 
a sound knowledge of theory, it takes them some time to 
acquire the comfort experienced teachers have. Unless 
newly graduated teachers are put into a pre-service 
program, their first form of development is in the form of 
an apprenticeship model of career development. Bell (1991) 
mentions the fact that, after teachers enter the 
profession, consciously or unconsciously, they study the 
characteristics of people they regard as "good teachers", 
and adopt their attitudes, values and behaviour patterns.
While the apprenticeship model of career development 
does help novice teachers, it might sometimes prove to be 
an insufficient form of development, as the teachers taken 
as models may not be appropriate for an inexperienced 
teacher to follow. Dean (1991), regarding this issue, says 
that teachers entering the profession will be affected, 
maybe throughout their lives, by the school in which they 
first start teaching. New teachers are also impressionable
13
as they will adopt the teaching techniques of the first 
models they encounter, and maybe imitate them. Thus 
instead of relying on the apprenticeship model of career 
development, it might be more sound and rational to 
support professional development through courses; in the 
case of inexperienced teachers, this can be accomplished 
through pre-service training programs.
Pre-service Training
It has been seen that pre-service education and pre­
service training are sometimes used synonymously. In this 
study however, pre-service education has been taken to 
refer to the education of undergraduate students who are 
being trained to become teachers. Pre-service training 
refers to the training which newly-graduated teachers are 
given at the institution they have been employed at, with 
the intention of furnishing them with the necessary 
information they will need as novice teachers. This pre­
service training may either be given to teachers a few 
weeks before they actually start teaching at that 
institution so as to equip them with how instruction is 
carried out at that specific institution, or as a 
refreshening course to demonstrate what is or will be 
expected of them as they start teaching in the next few 
weeks.
The way it is generally understood, a pre-service 
course usually does not last too long, is given to
14
teachers before they actually start teaching at an 
institution, and the aim is to prepare novice teachers. 
However, a course like COTE that lasts a year is also 
sometimes given to novice teachers as a pre-service 
training program, during the first year of their teaching 
so as to help such teachers overcome any difficulty they 
might come across, which they would otherwise find 
difficult to solve due to their lack of experience. It 
should also be stated here that this latter mentioned sort 
of pre-service is sometimes branded as in-service at some 
institutions because the training actually takes place as 
the teacher is teaching. Thus, there is sometimes 
disagreement in the term to use be used for the training a 
teacher takes during the first year of her teaching. This 
happens to be the case at Çukurova University, where 
teachers are given COTE during their first year, the three 
main course areas being language development, methodology 
and practical teaching.
As Gower (cited in Duff, 1988) puts it, pre-service 
training creates an awareness of language - against the 
kind of perspective that is thought necessary for teaching 
it. Also, pre-service teaching sessions try to acquaint 
teachers with some basic classroom skills, and a few 
techniques and methods currently in use.
Pre-service courses will generally be beneficial to 
trainees, especially those at the beginning of their 
careers, as a considerable amount of time will be given
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to the exposure to new ideas and practices in such courses 
and this will be something they have not encountered 
before (Harmer cited in Duff, 1988). Novice teachers will 
be given information regarding the books they will be 
using, new teaching techniques, an introduction to 
collaborative and group work and classroom planning and 
management as is the case with the pre-service programs 
given to newly-hired teachers at METU.
The design of a pre-service training program is 
crucial as this course will be the first 'formal' course 
novice teachers will encounter. It is claimed that the 
content of such courses should be carefully devised so as 
to be of optimum benefit to those taking it. Mariani 
(cited in Holden,1979) mentions some basic principles that 
should be taken into consideration while constructing a 
pre-service training program. He argues that a pre-service 
training should, first of all begin well in advance of the 
actual time when teachers should start service, the reason 
being to ensure adequate availability of time and 
resources that will be made use of in the program.
Secondly, the pre-service training program should include 
both theory and practice so as to create a realistic model 
for novice teachers. Thirdly, it should be real and 
autonomous so as to ensure authenticity. It should be 
regularly and constantly supervised, both individually and 
through supervision groups so that constructive criticism 
can be made. Finally, the constant interchange between
16
theory and practice should be geared to the exploitation 
of the feedback from the classroom. Thus, instead of "a 
careless and chaotic accumulation of practical teaching 
experiences and an equally useless amount of theoretical 
study with little or no reference to the actual classroom 
situation", a worthwhile and applicable model will be 
demonstrated in the pre-service training program to the 
novice teachers, rather than force them to adopt the 
apprenticeship model, which has been mentioned in the 
earlier section of this chapter. The next section has been 
allocated to in-service training.
In-service Training
The two forms of professional development, pre­
service and in-service training, as well as sharing 
features in common, may differ in many aspects. In-service 
training (or education), equips relatively experienced 
teachers (those with at least more than two years of 
teaching experience) with the latest techniques and 
methodologies used, it enables teachers to advance and 
encourages teachers to employ themselves in peer, group 
and collaborative work.
In-service training can take many different forms.
For example, as Rosser explains in Duff (1988), in-service 
education can be institution based or sponsored by an 
education board or authority, and can take the form of 
staff workshops and seminars where teachers' own concerns
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and requirements are taken into account. With the 
development of agency-based in-service, as mentioned in 
Wallace (1991), " the trainers operate not within their 
own base, but within the 'agency' (school, class or 
department) by which they have been invited to share their 
expertise.
While talking about professional development in in- 
service training, we should recall and distinguish between 
personal development and staff development (Taylor cited 
in Bell, 1991). While the former is geared to accomplish 
the needs of individual teachers, the latter is oriented 
to the needs of the institution.
One advantage of in-service training is that it 
advocates staff development, and therefore it usually 
takes place within the institution, thus a general policy 
is followed where needs and interests have been taken into 
consideration, and where the participants share both their 
workplace and the policy of the workplace. One point that 
should not be neglected in the construction stage of such 
a course is that the needs of the teachers and the content 
of the courses must match. A mismatch might emerge if 
there is a total separation between course organizers and 
teachers. Dean (1991) says that what distinguishes in- 
service work from courses that are provided outside the 
school (to be discussed later in this section),is that 
they emphasize different aspects. Features of a school- 
focused in-service education have been suggested by Morant
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in Dean (1991). According to Morant as cited in Dean, 
school-focused in-service education should "serve the 
school's institutional and educational needs. It should be 
intended for teachers actually teaching at that school. It 
should be initiated and planned by members of the school 
staff, should utilize the school's physical resources and 
take place on school premises" (p.6). Dean (1991) adds 
onto this that the course's ability to "relate theory and 
practice needs to be part of the initial training process 
so that it becomes second nature" (p.l8). Inadequate 
course descriptions should be carefully avoided and 
realistic and practical objectives should be envisioned 
before the construction of an in-service teacher training 
program.
In-service training programs might have three aims :
1) top-up courses can be devised to further develop 
existing professional skills,
2) remedial courses can help teachers in areas in which 
they are perceived to be experiencing difficulty.
3) these courses can teach teachers new skills.
Anderson (1979, cited in Bell,1991), refers to one 
other aim of in-service teacher training courses. He 
mentions the fact that in the 1970s, "the provision of 
courses grew rapidly and course attendance by teachers 
increased dramatically" (p.7). He goes on to say that, in 
spite of this rapid increase in attendance, there was 
little evaluation on the impact of courses on the work of
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teachers in schools. He states that it had been intended 
that "the teacher who had returned from the course would 
be able to apply this expertise in the context of the day- 
to-day work. And this, in turn, would have an effect on 
that teacher's colleagues who recognized the virtues of 
the good practice being demonstrated by the new, improved, 
course-stimulated teacher, and would seek to emulate what 
they observed" (p.7). This statement may be said to carry 
some of the aims of certain teacher training courses.
Having mentioned the aspects in-service programs 
should have, we might move onto some aspects that are 
sometimes neglected in the training of teachers. Rodgers 
addresses some of these neglected issues. According to^  
Rodgers, there should be "initial engagement of teacher's 
attention and commitment to a new program" (p.84). What 
teachers want is something they will benefit from and 
apply to their teaching situation, thus such programs 
should be devised in such a way that "the methodology of 
training parallels the methodology that has been 
recommended for classroom practice" (p.84). It is also 
important for teachers that the content of such programs 
is both familiar, and at the same time novel. Finally, 
Rodgers claims that there should be a long term 
maintenance of teacher interest and commitment and 
encouragement of teacher self-renewal following the 
introduction of a new program.
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As a last word, DOTE given at METU can be cited as an 
example to an in-service program, where teachers who have 
had a teaching experience of over 500 hours attend it with 
the intention of adding onto what they already know, new 
teaching techniques and new methodology.
Forms of Self-Development
Not all teachers may have access to pre-service and 
in-service courses offered by the institutions they work 
in. A teacher who wishes to advance may have to divert to 
other post graduate courses for professional development.
Post Graduate Courses
One alternative is post-graduate courses which may or 
may not be institution based and which fall into the 
following main categories:
1) postgraduate courses (e.g. diplomas, MAs, research 
degrees)
2) part-time and intensive courses (e.g. RSA 
diplomas)
3) institution or system-based programs leading to 
internal certification "upgrading".
Post graduate courses universities may offer may be 
'academic^, rewarded with a diploma or an MA, or 
'professional', rewarded with a certificate. As an example 
to an institution which gives all three courses, we may
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refer to Carl James' article (1979) about The University 
College of North Wales, regarding ELT.
Academic post graduate courses are given to those 
candidates who are already qualified in and have relevant 
experience in teaching English as a Second or Foreign 
language. In this respect it can be argued that they 
provide non-initial training. Those candidates who succeed 
in four 3-hour written papers at the end of the year, are 
awarded the Diploma. Those candidates who prefer to go on 
with their studies and submit a dissertation within a year 
are awarded with an MA diploma.
The Certificate is for British or native-speaker 
graduates who seek a Ministry-recognized initial teaching 
qualification.
The British Council has a published leaflet titled 
Teacher Training / Teacher Refresher Courses in English as 
a Second of Foreign Language, where training courses 
relevant to non-native teachers of English all over the 
world are listed. Norman Whitney (1979) has published an 
article regarding these training courses where the nature 
of such courses are referred to. Apparently, such courses 
offered at different institutions vary in the options they 
offer, in how intensive they are and in the qualifications 
they provide the participant at the end of the course. 
Whitney (1979), mentions the fact that one advantage of 
such courses is that they provide the participating 
teachers "an opportunity to stand back from actual 
classroom teaching, in favour of a chance to study in some
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detail current developments in both theory and practice of 
ELT and its related subjects"(p.6). One other advantage of 
such courses is useful exchanges of information among 
participating teachers from different parts of the world.
Besides having advantages, such courses also have 
disadvantages. The first disadvantage Whitney mentions is 
that there might be varied intake in the course. What is 
meant by intake here is participating teachers. With a 
varied intake, as the participants will be of different 
backgrounds and thus different teaching situations, the 
course will not meet the needs of numerous participants 
and "the staff's knowledge about particular teaching 
situations might be considered partial, superficial or 
out-of-date" (p.6).
This problem has been partially solved by 
alternatives such courses may offer. Besides those courses 
where intake may be mixed, courses where intake is 
selective are also offered, with the course enrolling 
"only those teachers with a specific interest, or teachers 
from one sort of institution, (for example teacher 
trainers)... (p.7).
Especially those short-term courses in which there is 
a mixed intake may leave out such aspects foreigner 
participating teachers were after, such as "contact with 
native speakers, the language development component, the 
practical teaching content and usefulness to career 
progress" may be minimal (p.8).
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According to Whitney (1979), what is best is that the 
teaching staff and participating teachers go through an 
initial pre-course needs analysis phase so the former 
group understand "the details of syllabus design, the 
procedures for material selection and the attitudes 
towards methodologies and examinations within an 
individual system in order for the course to be of use to 
participating teachers,"
Courses Available in Turkey
In Turkey also, several training programs are offered 
to teachers of English. Among these are COTE, DOTE, INSET 
and DTEFLA. Institutions either have their own teacher 
trainers teaching in such courses, such as Bilkent 
University and METU, or they, in collaboration with 
organizations such as the British Council or the Turkish- 
American Association, provide training courses offered by 
the above mentioned organizations to their staff. The 
Royal Society of Arts (hereafter RSA) Examination Board, 
offers to those with substantial experience in teaching 
English as a Foreign language, and those who have a good 
academic background, a diploma called Diploma in Teaching 
English as a Foreign Language to Adults (DTEFLA).
Candidates are required to have at least 2 years' 
experience in TEFL and have a standard of written and 
spoken English equivalent to that of an educated speaker 
for whom English is a first language. Such courses are 
mostly run part-time over one academic year, while short.
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full-time courses can also be offered. (TEFL/TESL Academic 
Courses in the UK 1996-97,p .147). COTE (Certificate for 
Overseas Teachers of English, and DOTE (Diploma for 
Overseas Teachers of English) are also offered by 
RSA/Cambridge, and are run overseas for those teachers of 
English whose first language is not English. COTE has the 
aim of providing early in-service training, while DOTE is 
for those who have substantial experience in teaching 
English (p.149).
Correspondence Courses
Those teachers for whom face-to-face courses are not 
attainable, courses like the RSA Diploma Distance Training 
Programme, also known as the "correspondence course", may 
meet the needs of teachers working in isolation. (Lowe 
cited in Duff,1988). Apart from correspondence courses, 
where most of the course work is done by the course 
participants in their place of work, where they work 
alone, after they have received task and materials through 
the post, courses called Distance Learning courses are 
also provided to students. A Correspondence course and a 
Distance Learning course differ in that in the latter, 
learning is done in groups (students meet four times 
through the course period and are encouraged to meet 
regularly and work with other groups in the surrounding 
area), and students have access to their tutors for advice 
and supervision, either by phone, mail, fax, e-mail, or 
even in-person if they are willing to commute to the city
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the tutor lives in (British Council Pamphlet), whereas in 
a correspondence course, the participants receive their 
tasks and material through the post, then work on it on 
their own. They neither have access to their teachers, or 
to any colleagues they can work in collaboration and 
exchange ideas with.
Today, teachers in Turkey also have access to the 
DDipELT (Distance Diploma in English Language Teaching for 
universities), which is based on the Diploma in English 
Language Teaching that has been piloted at the British 
Council Centers in Ankara, Istanbul and Izmir. This is an 
in-service course for those practising teachers of English 
who either work in universities, other English departments 
and similar language teaching organizations. The course 
aims at providing teachers with a programme of study that 
will help them broaden their view of language teaching and 
learning and provide an opportunity and a means for 
teachers to evaluate their own practices in a systematic 
and critical way.
Collaborative Work
Bowen and Marks (1994), refer to classrooms as 'black 
boxes' because once the door is shut and the lesson 
starts, no one outside has any idea what goes on inside. 
However, they also claim that "even we ourselves as 
teachers don't really know what goes on, and the task of 
articulating what kinds of places our classrooms are, may
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help to force our awareness of how we see our classrooms 
and perhaps where our black spots are".
Bowen and Marks (1994) believe that this awareness 
may be thrown into sharper relief by being reflected off 
another person. A colleague may also observe the classroom 
and later on share his/her impressions of what he/she 
sees. This kind of collaborative work, where an 
inquisitive, willing teacher seeks help from a colleague, 
with the intention of becoming better informed about the 
strengths and weaknesses of his teaching performance can 
prove to be an invaluable source that is nearby.
Bowen and Marks (1994) state that, the starting point 
for any investigation into one's own teaching must be the 
willingness to examine critically what one is doing. The 
fact that "teachers are by nature vulnerable creatures", 
may make the observed teacher feel outsiders are 
interfering with his privacy; however, if the teacher and 
observer (a peer or a colleague), agree on the purpose of 
observation, the role(s) and activities of the observer, 
and the nature and purpose of the feedback, then the pact 
between teacher and observer will encourage a positive 
attitude towards the concept of observing and being 
observed with the aim of promoting the idea of classroom 
research as a means of improving one's own teaching, and 
of course, the teaching of one's colleague. (Bowen and 
Marks,1994).
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Collaboration among learners is encouraged:
- to learn about learning, to learn better and
- to increase their awareness about language, and
about self, and hence about learning
- to realize that content and method are inextricably-
linked. (Nunan,1992).
Broughton (1979) states that the advent of the 
portable videotape recorder in the early 60s brought about 
the practice now called micro-teaching, where student 
teachers within a course have themselves videotaped as 
they are microteaching, then the whole class get together 
and evaluate the outcome following playback. Broughton 
cites that at this stage, what is encouraged is to offer 
constructive criticism where "the success of the whole 
procedure depends upon mutual trust and group spirit which 
is usually engendered by working closely together in a 
concentrated period, during which teacher's professional 
strengths and weaknesses are laid bare before his peers." 
(p.50) But it should be noted that "once an atmosphere of 
group integrity and therapy has developed, the playback 
discussion and suggestions reflect the wisdom, sincerity, 
generosity and plain classroom good sense that one expects 
from a group of experienced teachers." (p.50)
28
Action Research
Action research, which Hopkins in Woodward (1991) 
define as "a kind of research in which teachers look 
critically at their own classrooms primarily for the 
purpose of improving their teaching and quality of life in 
their classrooms" (p.224), is one way the teacher can put 
aside the role of the traditional teacher, and become 
actively and objectively involved in what is going on in 
one's own classroom. The teacher should develop self- 
awareness, and design courses, write materials, diagnose 
errors, carry out and interpret needs analyses, and select 
textbooks and supplementary materials. (Bolihto cited in 
Jordan, 1983).
As one can see, there are several ways for those 
teachers who want to improve their teaching techniques and 
want to keep-up-with current trends and novelties in the 
field even if their institutions do not provide them with 
pre-service and in-service teacher training programs they 
could benefit from.
What is intended in this study is to see whether 
English teachers throughout universities in Turkey are 
given the choice of pre-service and in-service teacher 
training by their institutions, whether teachers favour 
teacher development, and if they do, what forms of 
development are preferred. This implies a range of options 
from pre-service and/or in-service teacher training 
programs offered at institutions, programs devised and
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offered by external sources to forms of self-development 
or collaborative work with colleagues as a means of 
professional development, in the case inaccessibility of 
courses, or merely as an individual preference.
In the next chapter, the means through which data 
were collected to investigate the issues discussed in this 
chapter will be presented, along with the research 
instruments.
30
CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
Introduction
This research was a descriptive study in which 26 
universities in 14 regions of Turkey were surveyed so as 
to give an overall view of the current teacher-training 
situation in Turkish universities that have 1-year English 
preparatory classes where the medium of instruction is 
English, with the exception of some of the departments at 
particular universities.
An overall view of the 26 universities entailed 
examining the nature of the programs, the trainees and 
trainers, and in general, the opinions of people who have 
attended such programs. The study aimed to answer the 
following research questions by:
a) determining Teacher Training Programs (TTPs) (research
question # 1),
b) describing TTPs (research questions # 2,3,4,5,6),
c) eliciting opinions of administrators, teacher trainers
and teachers concerning the functioning of TTPs 
(research questions # 7,8,9,10).
The research questions that were to be examined were as 
such :
1) Which universities in Turkey have Pre-service and/or
In-service TTPs for EFL teachers?
2) What is the content, duration, and location of TTPs
available to teachers?
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3) Are TTPs compulsory for teachers to attend?
4) Are TTPs evaluated?
5) What are the reasons for necessity for TTPs?
6) What is the rate of participation in TTPs?
7) What is the experience and training of participants and
teacher trainers in TTPs?
8) What are the general opinions of teachers regarding
TTPs?
- i.e. What extent do participants report that the 
training their universities have provided them 
have been beneficial?; What sorts of problems 
might teachers encounter with TTPs?; Why might 
some teachers might be reluctant to attend such 
programs?
9) Do the perceptions of such training programs differ
from administrators and teacher trainers to teachers 
within institutions?
10) Do teachers prefer training courses or forms of self-
development, and if the latter, what forms of self- 
development are advocated and carried out by 
teachers?
In order to provide answers to these research 
questions, questionnaires were administered to 
administrators, teachers and teacher trainers. The data to 
be collected from these three groups were originally 
intended to be compared to gather the opinions of a
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certain niomber of experienced and inexperienced, trained 
and untrained teachers from 26 universities. In this way 
the data would be triangulated, making the descriptive 
study more reliable as "the richness and complexity of 
human behaviour would be mapped out or explained more 
fully, having studied it from more than one standpoint" 
(Cohen and Manion, 1989,p.86). The researcher, assuming 
that not all the institutions would have teacher trainers, 
devised two similar questionnaires, where the version for 
'Teachers' would reflect the objective viewpoint pf 
teachers, and where the second one, the version for 
'Administrators / Teacher Trainers' would give the 
opinions of the more 'formal' side of an institution, 
namely administrators and teacher trainers. At the 
beginning of the study, it was intended that the collected 
data would be compared to see whether three groups, 
namely, administrators, teacher trainers, and teachers 
thought alike nation-wide, and also within individual 
institutions. However, it turned out that only 7 of the 26 
institutions that were to be examined had teacher 
trainers. Thus, the rate of administrators and teachers 
participating in the survey would be higher than that of 
teacher trainers.
One other unexpected result was that in spite of the 
fact that the researcher had asked 2 administrators from 
each institution to fill out the questionnaire, only 7 
institutions did so, and the rest of the institutions
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contributed to the study with the responses of only 1 
administrator. The number of teachers responding from 21 
universities was 138. With such a discrepancy in the 
proportion of teacher trainers, the researcher decided- to 
group the administrators and teacher trainers as one 
group, adding up to 38, and constituting the more 'formal, 
theoretical' aspect of the responses, and decided to 
compare those results to those of the teachers', who 
constituted the more 'practical' aspect of the replies.
Putting the administrators and teachers trainers into 
one group did not constitute a problem. First of all, they 
both represented the more administrative aspect of an 
institution, and it would not be wrong to brand the 
Teacher Training Unit as a semi-administrative one. As 
they were both separate, independent units, they were in a 
sense decision-makers. Both groups had access to 
information teachers did not readily have, thus they could 
present the researcher with information other than that of 
teachers who were busier with the practical side of 
teaching. Finally, neither administrators nor teacher 
trainers at institutions taught regular classes, but 
rather had specific duties to carry out, so their answers 
would vary from those of teachers. This being the case, 
the researcher grouped the two units as one. After the 
examination of data that were gathered, results also 
proved to be so, as information and responses given by 
both administrators and teacher trainers were the same for
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all institutions, if the institution happened to have 
teacher trainers.
Data gathered provided information both about the 
current status of teacher training practices in 
Preparatory Schools nation-wide, and about what English 
teachers at universities all around Turkey think about 
existing teacher training programs: namely, whether 
teachers think that teacher training programs, in general, 
are worth-while, a waste of time, necessary, costly, time- 
consuming or impracticable. In addition, data were 
gathered regarding whether teachers and administrators 
have common views or knowledge of what professional 
development activities are and what professional 
activities are available.
Subjects
In order to determine the subjects, first the 
universities which were to be included in the survey were 
decided on. Of the 54 universities in Turkey, it was found 
that 26 of them offered one year of English to their 
students. Four other universities were excluded from the 
survey because they only offered English preparatory 
classes to those students who were in the departments of 
'English Language Teaching'English Language and 
Literature', or 'American Culture and Literature'. Only 
one class, if any, would be opened each year depending on
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whether there was such a request from the students. Thus, 
the fact that the students' attending the preparatory 
class was not compulsory, the assumption that not many of 
the students who had won the entrance exam through the 
grades they got in English would volunteer to spend an 
extra year at the prep school, and the fact that even if 
all the students decided to study a year of additional 
English, there would not be more than one class necessary, 
made the researcher decide to exclude these four 
universities from her study.
One other reason was that the teachers of such 
classes would be/were those teachers from the department 
of ELT, all of whom had Ph.D.s. So even though the results 
of the questionnaire would display that they had not 
attended any TTPs, it would overlook the fact that these 
people had actually done a lot to add to themselves in 
terms of professional development, as they were advancing 
in their academic careers. Thus, as they could not be 
questioned in Teacher Training Programs.
Thus, it was decided that the following 26 
universities would be included in the study:
Code Number Name of University Location
1 Çukurova University Adana
2 Ankara University Ankara
3 Başkent University Ankara
4 Bilkent University Ankara
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Code Niamber Name of University Location
5 Gazi University Ankara
6 Hacettepe University Ankara
7 Middle East Technical University Ankara
8 Uludağ University Bursa
9 Anadolu University Eskişehir
10 Osmangazi University Eskişehir
11 Atatürk University Erzurum
12 Gaziantep University Gaziantep
13 Boğaziçi University Istanbul
14 Istanbul University Istanbul
15 Кос University Istanbul
16 Marmara University Istanbul
17 Istanbul Technical University Istanbul
18 yildiz University Istanbul
19 Dokuz Eylül University Izmir
20 Ege University Izmir
21 Kocaeli University İzmit
22 Erciyes University Kayseri
23 Inonu University Malatya
24 Mersin University Mersin
25 Mugía University Mugía
26 Sakarya University Sakarya
37
The 4 universities that would be excluded were :
ÇANAKKALE : 1. Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart University - English
Language Teaching; English Language and Literature. 
EDİRNE : 2. Trakya University - English Language Teaching. 
ERZURUM : 3. Atatürk University - English Language
Teaching;
English Language and Literature.
HATAY : 4. Mustafa Kemal University - English Language
Teaching.
Approximately 10 people from each of the 26 
universities were given the questionnaire. The populations 
given the questionnaire were :
a) administrators,
b) teachers,
- experienced and inexperienced teachers who 
have attended training programs, and teachers who have not 
participated and do not wish to participate in such 
programs.
c) teacher trainers.
The number of teachers working at each university 
varied significantly. Therefore, the researcher decided 
that the questionnaire designed for administrators and the 
teacher trainers, would be given to 2 administrators from 
each institution and ,also, depending on whether there was 
a post under the name of teacher trainers, to 2 teacher 
trainers. These two groups' questionnaires were combined 
in the analysis stage.
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The questionnaire designed for the teachers 
themselves was given to 10% of the teacher population 
working at the institution. (However, it was also desired 
that this number would not be less than 5.) Thus, even if 
10% of the teaching staff did not constitute 5 people, it 
was decided that the questionnaire would be administered 
to 5 teachers at that institution.
At the start of the study, the researcher had 
anticipated to gather around 10 questionnaires, on the 
average from each of the 26 institutions, and that the 
number of answered questionnaires would be around 260. 
However, at the end, 178 responded questionnaires from 21 
institutions were returned. There were three reasons for 
this. First of all, not all the institutions responded to 
the survey. Secondly, it turned out that 80% of the 
institutions did not have teacher training units, thus no 
teacher trainers, lowering the number of expected 
responses. Thirdly, in spite of the fact that 2 
administrators had been asked to respond, as has been 
mentioned above, in more than half of the institutions, 
only 1 administrator did so.
It can be said that the subjects in the survey were 
selected semi-randomly. The main reason for this was that 
both at those institutions that were visited and at those 
where administrators were contacted by phone, the 
administrators themselves kindly sorted out the problem of 
who should be involved. The teacher trainers were almost
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always those the administrators thought were suitable for 
the researcher to consult. The teachers can also be said 
to have been selected semi-randomly, as the researcher 
asked the administrators the number of teachers she needed 
to distribute the questionnaire to, and the administrator 
either took the questionnaires and told the researcher 
s/he would give them to volunteers, or simply showed the 
researcher the teachers' room, where she had to find the 
volunteers herself. Thus, it can be said that a semi­
random sampling was made. In regions where the 
questionnaire had been sent by post, the administrators 
gave them out to whomever they found appropriate.
Distribution of respondents to the survey
Groups
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University Administrators Teacher Trainers Teachers
Anadolu 2 0 9
Ankara 1 0 4
Atatürk 0 0 4
Başkent 2 1 5
Bilkent 1 2 7
Boğaziçi 2 0 9
Çukurova 1 2 6
Dokuz Eylül 1 0 9
Ege 1 0 8
Gazi 1 0 8
Gaziantep 2 0 3
Hacettepe 3 1 9
İstanbul 1 0 5
ITÜ 2 0 8
Kocaeli 1 0 4
Кос 1 0 3
Marmara 1 2 3
Mersin 1 0 5
METÜ 2 3 20
Muğla 1 0 5
Yildiz 0 0 1
Unknown 0 0 3
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TOTAL 27 11 138
RESULT: Group A : 38 Administrators and Teacher Trainers
Group B : 138 Teachers
Instruments
All three groups, meaning administrators, teachers 
and teacher trainers were asked both fact and opinion 
questions. The opinion questions were not open-ended but 
the questionnaire was devised to include most of the 
possible options as responses. This was determined as 
such: during the devising of the questionnaire, all the 
options that were likely to come out were added, then 
after the process of piloting the questionnaire, those 
answers that had been written into the 'other' option, 
especially those commons answers, were taken into 
consideration. Thus even though the respondents were asked 
to tick answers, the responses also gave affective data, 
giving additional information to the quantitative data 
obtained from fact questions. In all the questions, the 
option 'other' was included so as to give the participants 
freedom in answering the questions. People were asked 
whether they felt they benefited from the course, if they 
did not, why they thought so and how they would have 
benefited, had the content of the course been different.
Two different questionnaires were devised. One for 
administrators and teacher trainers, and another for 
teachers. In the first parts of both of the
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questionnaires, factual information was gathered. In the 
latter parts, there were questions which would reveal more 
affective data. Almost all of the questionnaire items 
elicited similar information from the three parties 
involved. The questions included yes/no type questions, 
multiple choice questions, and Likert-scale items. Apart 
from the 'other' option present in all questions, at the 
end of the questionnaire, the participants were given an 
extra page where they were asked to feel free to make any 
other comment they thought was relevant regarding the 
issue.
Both questionnaires were written and administered in 
English, as people working in the field of ELT were 
concerned.
Procedure
The researcher believed that more valid data would be 
gathered if she visited the universities personally. 
Initial contacts were made through phone calls. E-mail, 
fax, and mail. The researcher believed talking to the 
administrators in person would be more effective and that 
there would be more response to the questionnaires if the 
universities were actually visited.
Time constraints taken into consideration, it was 
decided that only some of the universities would be 
visited. The criterion the researcher chose to determine 
which universities would be visited was by looking at how
43
many students each university took into those departments 
where students had to or could if desired, attend the 
preparatory school of the university. To ensure the 
reliability of figures, the researcher looked at the 
university entrance examination booklets of both 1994 and 
1995. Then, those prep schools which had more preparatory 
students were given priority. Thus, it was decided that 
those universities which had accepted over 500 students 
who could study a year at the prep school would try to be 
visited, and those where there were bound to be less 
students than 500 would not.
At the end, an adequate number of completed 
questionnaires was received from some. Everyone contacted 
through mail or phone, or through personal contact was 
very helpful. Only few universities seemed to be reluctant 
to participate in the survey in spite of the fact that 
they stated their regret. Five universities were left out 
of the survey. However, it should also be pointed out that 
3 of these wrote official letters to the researcher saying 
the questionnaire did not relate to them as they did not 
have teacher training programs, and that they were sorry 
to be of no help, and an administrator of one of the other 
2 universities expressed the same concern when contacted 
by phone. Only with one university did the researcher lose 
contact after she had sent the questionnaires. The 
universities that were excluded from the study are as 
follows. :
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BURSA : Uludağ University 
ESKİŞEHİR : Osmangazi University 
KAYSERI : Erciyes University 
MALATYA : Inonu University 
SAKARYA : Sakarya University
The universities and the number of students accepted 
to those departments where students had to, or could study 
English, in 1994 and 1995, were as follows :—
University City 1995 1996
METU Ankara 2600 2900
ITU İstanbul 2280 2800
Ankara Ankara 1600 1350
Bilkent Ankara 1575 1550
Boğaziçi İstanbul 1350 1450
Hacettepe Ankara 1100 1400
Çukurova Adana 670 880
Erciyes Kayseri 670 480
Gazi Ankara 620 440
Marmara İstanbul 615 1000
Ege İzmir 600 500
Istanbul İstanbul 570 750
Mugía Muğla 560 450
Dokuz Eylül İzmir 480 400
Uludağ Bursa 460 —
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Kocaeli İzmit 445 210
Gaziantep Gaziantep 400 400
Sakarya Sakarya 320 270
Anadolu Eskişehir 200 175
Atatürk Erzurum 200 250
Кос İstanbul 200 230
Mersin Mersin 130 130
Osmangazi Eskişehir 60 60
Inonu Malatya 50 50
Yildiz İstanbul 50 80
Başkent Ankara — —
At the end, 12 universities in 4 cities were visited, 
and 14 universities were contacted through mail and phone. 
The number of universities visited according to each 
region have been distributed as such :—
Ankara : 6
Istanbul : 4
Izmir : 1
Mugía : 1
As the questionnaire was of utmost importance for 
this study, the first thing to be done was to design the 
questionnaire. Before the administering of the 
questionnaires, in order to start the process of 
communication and to determine the issues that were
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involved from different perspectives, and to make sure all 
possible issues could be addressed in the final version of 
the questionnaire, a few administrators, teachers and 
teacher trainers, chosen from the staff of the six 
mentioned universities in Ankara were interviewed. The 
reason the universities in Ankara were visited first is 
because it was more feasible, and also because they were 
among the 12 universities to be visited later on.
Administrators from the 12 universities were 
contacted personally, and administrators from the 
remaining 12 universities were contacted by phone 
beforehand the questionnaire were sent, so as to ease co­
operation and to avoid any misunderstandings concerning 
the nature of the survey. Relevant contacts were made 
successfully and there was sufficient participation,in 
terms of response to the questionnaires, and this ensured 
the validity of the overall current situation of the 
universities that have Preparatory classes.
Once the questionnaire had been devised, it was first 
piloted among 5 colleagues, then with 15 lecturers working 
in different institutions, and finally at Middle East 
Technical University, and the necessary revisions were 
made. After it had been finalized, the 12 universities 
were visited, the administrators talked to, and either the 
questionnaires were distributed, answered and collected on 
the same day, or the administrator ensured the researcher 
that she would be sent the answered versions in a
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fortnight. The remaining 14 universities were sent the 
questionnaires either by mail, or in cases where the 
researcher knew a member of the teaching staff who was at 
the time one of the participant teachers at the MA TEFL 
program at Bilkent University together with the 
researcher, a colleague, in order to be of help to the 
researcher, took the questionnaires by hand on one of 
his/her visits to his/her university, distributed them 
together with the administrator whom the researcher had 
earlier contacted, and brought back the answered versions 
the following week.
It is pleasing that response to the survey was quite 
satisfactory in spite of the fact that the questionnaire 
was rather thorough and time-consuming to fill out. This 
may have been so for two reasons. Firstly, administrators, 
teachers and teacher trainers had been informed and 
consulted beforehand. Secondly, it may have been because 
of the fact that the questionnaires were distributed by 
the person conducting the research personally in 12 
universities, rather than simply sending the 
questionnaires by mail. As there are less than 500 
students in the prep classes of the universities that were 
sent out questionnaires, one could assume that as the 
number of the teaching staff was not so high, 
administrators would be more co-operative than would have 
been an administrator at a university where the number of 
the teaching staff was quite high. This proved to be so.
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Data Analysis
All data gathered were analyzed after computations 
were made on SPSS, in terms of both percentages and 
statistical results. Data collected were first computed 
regarding all the 26 universities, thus an overall view of 
administrators and teacher trainers versus teachers was 
obtained. This can be found in Chapter 4. Also, in 
Appendix D, a separate section has been allocated to each 
university giving information regarding each specific 
university. By referring to those questions that comprised 
affective data, the general attitude of that university 
towards teaching training programs were specified after 
analyses were made.
While for closed-ended questions present in the first 
section of the teachers' questionnaire, frequencies and 
percentages were calculated, for those close Likert-scale 
items found only in the teachers' version of the 
questionnaire, means scores and standard deviation were 
calculated, and Kendell's W, Pearson product-moment, 
dependent t-test analyses and other statistical formulas 
were made use of in order to compare across groups in 
terms of frequency and percentages, and means and standard 
deviations.
49
CHAPTER 4 ; DATA ANALYSIS 
Introduction
This study attempted to gather data regarding pre­
service and in-service teacher training programs offered 
to English teachers working at Preparatory schools of 26 
universities in Turkey. Two similar questionnaires were 
devised and distributed in order to get answers to factual 
and opinion questions from administrators, teacher 
trainers and teachers. Administrators and teacher trainers 
were given the same questionnaire because in cases where 
the institution did not have a separate teacher training 
unit, the administrators were the only group consulted to 
get information. At all the 26 institutions, the aim was 
to get information from 10% of the teaching staff, and in 
cases where this number did not add up to 5, then 5 
questionnaires were given out. The responses to the 
detailed questionnaire revealed information regarding 
which institutions actually have pre-service and in- 
service teaching programs, who the participants and 
teacher trainers in these programs are, how long these 
programs last and whether they are compulsory, where these 
programs are held, the content of these programs and 
whether the programs are evaluated and then content 
changed accordingly after the feedback received. The 
researcher also sought out to find out answers to whether 
administrators, teacher trainers (if any) and teachers
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believed there was a need for training programs in 
general, whether participants were content with what they 
had been offered so far, and whether teachers preferred to 
continue their professional development on their own, 
without actually attending such programs.
Data Analysis
Data have been analyzed in two different ways. In 
this chapter, data received from all responding 
administrators and teacher trainers, and teachers were 
compared in terms of frequency and percentages. For 
Likert-scale items that were present in the teachers' 
version of the questionnaire, the mean and standard 
deviations were computed. All data were further displayed 
in tables showing responses of administrators and teacher 
trainers, and teachers.
Information regarding individual universities can be 
found in Appendix D. In this section, each university is 
looked at individually. A summary of the responses from 
each individual university in the survey have been 
allocated a separate section in order to enable the reader 
to also have an idea about what members of different 
institutions think regarding the issue of teacher 
training. To be able to write this section, how members of 
each university responded to every single item in the 
questionnaire was looked at. Then the three groups', 
namely the administrators', teachers trainers' and the
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teachers' responses from each university were compared to 
see whether they thought similarly on certain issues.
Of the 176 people whom responded to the survey from 
21 universities, 27 were administrators, 11 teacher 
trainers and 138 teachers. Due to reasons that have been 
cited previously, the administrators' and teacher 
trainers' responses will be given in one group, and the 
teachers' in another» In this section, individual 
universities will not be looked at. The responses will 
give the reader an idea of all the 176 respondents' 
answers.
Biographical information
Tables 1 and 2 give, biographica.1 information about the 
participants, namely the recent degrees they hold and how 
many years of teaching experience they have.
Table 1
Qualifications of Parti.cipan,ts
Group
Degree
A/TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138)
%
Ph.D. 6 16 8 6
MAMS 17 45 54 39
BA/BS 12 32 68 49
Not mentioned 3 7 8 6
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers; T= Teachers.
Table 1 indicates that a majority of administrators and 
teacher trainers hold the degrees of MÄs or MSs (61%), and 
16% of these also have Ph.D.s. Most of teachers working at 
Preparatory schools have BAs and BSs (49%). 45% of the
teachers have MÄs or MSs and 6% of those teachers hold 
Ph.D.s,
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Table 2
Teaching Experience of Participants
Group
A/TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (a=i38)
%
Less than 2 years 0 0 7 5
2 -4  years 1 3 26 19
5 -8  years 5 13 41 30
9-15 years 14 37 44 32
Over 15 years 18 47 19 14
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
Table 2 indicates a diversity in the teaching experiences 
of the 176 participants. Figures displayed in Table 2 
showed that 47% of the administrators and teacher trainers 
had comparatively more teaching experience, namely over 15 
years, while a majority of teachers, 62% to be precise, 
had an average teaching experience of 5-15 yearg.
Teacher Training Programs
In spite of the fact that the Administrators/Teacher 
trainers' questionnaire comprises the same questions as 
the Teachers' version does, there is a difference in that 
in the former questionnaire, the first item asks how many 
teachers work at the institution. The order of the rest of 
the items is the same. So item 2 in the Administrator/ 
Teacher trainers' version is the equivalent of item 1 in 
the Teachers' version. This pattern follows throughout.
The Teachers' questionnaire will be taken as a basis while 
referring to the items that were asked.
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Item 1-a intended to investigate if the institution 
offered regular in-house teacher training programs, that 
is training programs offered by the individual institution 
itself. The results are given in Table 3.
Table 3
In-house Teacher Training Programs
Group
A /TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138)
%
Yes 28 74 77 56
No 10 26 52 38
No response 0 0 9 6
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
While 74% of administrators and teacher trainers indicated 
that their institutions provided their staff with in-house 
teacher training programs, only 56% of the teachers stated 
that they were provided with teacher training programs by 
their institution. Likewise, the niamber of teachers who 
stated their institutions did not provide them with 
teacher training opportunities was higher than that of the 
negative response of administrators and teacher trainers. 
Thus, teachers seemed to disagree with administrators and 
teacher trainers regarding the issue of TTPs their 
institutions provided them with.
The aim of items 1-b and 1-c was to find out whether 
pre-service and outside training courses were offered to 
teachers at the institution, (see Table 4) and if so, 
which specific ones were offered (see Table 5).
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Table 4
Pre-service vs. In-service In-house Training Programs 
Offered
Group
A/TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138)
%
Pre-service 20 52 39 28
M-service 9 24 37 27
No response 9 24 62 45
Note. A /  TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
Of the 38 administrators and teacher trainers, 52% said 
their staff had access to in-house pre-service training 
programs, while only 28% of the teachers stated this to .be 
so (see Table 4). Teachers, administrators and teacher 
trainers seemed to be in agreement with regards the 
percentage of in-house in-service programs offered at the 
institutions, with 24% and 27% respectively (see Table 4).
Item 1-c in the questionnaire asked the participants 
the specific in-house training programs that were offered 
at their institutions, namely those courses which had gave 
a diploma or a certificate. Workshops, seminars and 
conferences were labelled "general" partly because they 
could be attended more easily (see Table 5).
Table 5
Specific In-house Training Programs Offered
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Group
A /TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138)
%
COTE 7 18 19 14
DOTE 7 18 16 12
INSET 4 11 1 1
DTEFLA 3 8 2 1
CEELT 4 11 1 1
Staff development 17 45 38 28
Workshops 27 71 35 25
Seminare 25 66 6 4
Conferences 16 42 1 1
Summer schools 3 8 0 0
Note. A /  TT = Administrator and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
Administrators and teacher trainers, and teachers stated 
similar answers regarding formal training programs like 
COTE (18 and 14%) and DOTE (18 and 12%), however, the two 
groups seemed to contradict themselves with INSET 
(11 and 1%), DTEFLA (8 and 1%) and CEELT (11 and 1%). Both 
groups agreed on the fact that staff development and 
workshops were forms of in-house training programs which 
surpassed other forms, however, the percentages given by 
the administrators and teacher trainers, for both forms of 
development (45 and 71%) were much higher than that of 
what teachers stated (28 and 25%). In addition, while 
administrators and teacher trainers declared that in-house 
seminars (66%) and conferences (42%) were available to the 
teachers, the teachers seemed to strongly disagree with 4% 
and 1% respectively.
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Item 2-a was asked with the intention of getting 
information regarding outside teacher training programs 
offered by institution (see Table 6).
Table 6
Outside Teacher Training Programs
Group
A /TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138)
%
Yes 22 58 55 40
No 14 37 6 49
No response 2 5 15 11
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
Those affirmative responses of administrators and teacher 
trainers regarding outside TTPS (58%) seemed to surpass 
those of teachers (40%) by 18%.
Table 7 explains the specific outside programs that 
are offered to teachers by their institutions, and this 
was asked by item 2-b in the questionnaire.
Table 7
Specific Outside Training Programs Offered
A /TT (n=38)
Group
T {n=138)
f % f %
COTE 1 3 7 5
DOTE 6 16 5 4
INSET 1 3 1 1
DTEFLA 4 11 1 1
CEELT 2 5 0 0
Staff development 3 8 12 8
Workshops 10 26 24 17
Seminars 13 34 8 6
Conferences 16 42 1 1
Summer schools 12 32 1 1
Note. A /  TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
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In terms of specific training programs offered to 
teachers, there seemed to be great discrepancy in the 
responses given by the two groups. While administrators 
and teacher trainers declared that numerous forms of 
outside training programs were offered to their teaching 
staff, with conferences at 42%, seminars at 34%, summer 
schools at 32%, workshops at 26%, the 138 teachers seemed 
to strongly disagree, stating that such forms of training 
programs were almost inaccessible with conferences at 1%, 
seminars at 6%, summer schools at 1% and workshops at 
17%) .
Item 3 questioned respondents on whether there was a 
Teacher Training Unit at their institution. Information 
related to this can be found in Table 8.
Table 8
Existence of a Teacher Training Unit
Group
A /TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138)
%
Yes 21 55 58 42
No 17 45 70 51
Don’t know 0 0 4 3
No response 0 0 6 4
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
55% of administrators and teacher trainers stated that 
their institution had a separate Teacher Training Unit, 
and teachers seemed to somewhat confirm this data, with 
42%.
Items 4-a and 4-b are related to whether respondents 
think there is a need to offer training courses at their
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institution, and if they think there is a need, why they 
think as such (see Tables 9 and 10).
Table 9
Need to Offer Training Programs
Group
A /TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138)
%
Yes 35 92 119 86
No 3 8 11 8
No response 0 0 8 6
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
There seemed to be a consensus regarding the need to offer 
teacher training programs. For A/TT and T, responses 
indicated overwhelmingly the need for training programs 
with 92% and 86% respectively.
Table 10
Reasons For a Need to Offer Training Programs
Group
A /TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138) 
%
High number of newly-graduated teachers 25 66 72 52
Request from teachers 10 26 59 43
Pohcy of the institution 22 58 46 33
Necessity to upgrade students’ success 24 63 72 52
Other 6 16 0 0
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
Both groups of respondents, A/TT and T, believed that 
there was a need to offer training programs because of the 
high number of newly-graduated teachers 66% and 52% 
respectively, and because it was thought it would be of 
help in upgrading students' success 63% and 52%
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respectively. Also, from several teacher responses to the 
'other' option, it was seen that at some institutions, a 
high number of teachers with a background other than that 
of ELT were hired, and problems they might encounter could 
be overcome with training programs. The percentage of A/TT 
which said there was a need to offer training programs 
because of a request from teachers was 26%, while teachers 
declared this to be much higher at 43%. The administrators 
and teacher trainers seemed to be unaware of the higher 
percentage of teachers' request. A/TT declared the need 
arose also as a policy of the institution (58%), however, 
the teachers did not seem to agree much (33%).
In item 5, respondents were asked to tick the 
specific in-house and outside training programs they had 
attended so far. Figures related to this can be found in 
Table 11.
Table 11
I n - h o u s e a n d  O u t s i d e T r a i n i n g P r o g r a m s  t h e S t a f f h a v e
A t t e n d e d S o  F a r
Group
A /TT (a=38) T (n=138)
f % f %
COTE In-house 1 3 5 4
Outside 0 0 4 3
DOTE In-house 2 5 7 5
Outside 0 0 6 4
INSET Ih-house 1 3 2 1
Outside 0 0 1 1
DTEFLA In-house 0 0 3 2
Outside 2 5 6 4
CEELT M-house 2 5 4 3
Outside 1 3 6 4
None In-house 15 39 117 85
Outside 32 83 115 83
Other In-house 0 0 0 0
Outside 0 0 0 0
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
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Table 11 indicates that 39% of administrators and teacher 
trainers, and 85% of teachers had not attended any in- 
house teacher training programs. The fact that 
participants ticked the 'none' option in the questionnaire 
displayed this fact. The numbers were even higher when 
outside courses were the case, with the percentage of both 
administrators and teacher trainers, and teachers who had 
not attended any training programs at 83%.
In item 5, respondents were also asked to tick the 
more general pre-service and in-service training programs, 
such as workshops and seminars they had attended so far. 
Responses related to this have been displayed in Table 12.
Table 12
Pre-service and In-service Training Programs the Staff 
have Attended So Far
Group
A /TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138) 
%
Staff-development Pre-service 9 24 17 12
Ih-service 10 26 19 14
Workshops Pre-service 9 24 25 18
In-service 22 58 62 45
Seminars Pre-service 6 16 21 15
In-service 23 61 51 37
Conferences Pre-SCTvice 1 3 6 4
In-service 21 55 28 20
Summer schools Pre-service 0 0 4 . 3
In-service 3 8 7 5
None Pre-service 0 0 0 0
In-service 0 0 0 0
Other Pre-service 0 0 0 0
In-service 0 0 0 0
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
According to data gathered, responses showed that a
majority of A/TT had attended in-service workshops (58%)
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and seminars (61%). The percentages of teachers who had 
attended workshops and seminars were lower, with 45% and 
37% respectively. Conferences were thought to be more 
accessible by administrators and teacher trainers (55%), 
than by teachers (20%). There also seemed to be only very 
few summer schools available for teachers.
Items 6-a and 6-b asked questions regarding whether 
attending the training programs held at the institutions 
was compulsory or not, and if it was, which ones were 
actually compulsory (see Tables 13 and 14).
Table 13
Compulsion Regarding Attendance of Training Programs at 
Institutions
Group
A /TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138)
%
Yes 5 13 25 18
No 17 45 77 56
Some 13 34 32 23
No response 3 8 4 3
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
Half the respondents in the survey declared that training 
programs were not compulsory at their institutions. A 
quarter of the respondents said that some of the training 
programs were compulsory.
Compulsion Regarding Attendance of Specific Training 
Programs
Table 14
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Group
A /T T
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138)
%
Pre-service 14 37 32 23
COTE 3 8 1 5
DOTE 0 0 0 0
INSET 0 0 0 0
DTEFLA 0 0 1 1
CEELT 0 0 0 0
Staff development 10 26 24 17
Workshops 15 40 13 9
Seminars 11 29 1 1
Conferences 2 5 0 0
Summer schools 0 0 0 0
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
As can be seen from information on Table 14, a third of 
the administrators and teacher trainers, and a quarter of 
the teachers stated that the pre-service training programs 
at their institution was compulsory. In spite of the fact 
that high numbers of people from the former group also 
declared that workshops and seminars were also compulsory, 
the responses of the teachers did not prove this to be so. 
In Table 15, how long in-house training workshops and 
seminars at institutions last can be found. This was asked 
in items 7 and 8.
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Length of Workshops and Seminars Staff have Access to
Table 15
Group
A /TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138) 
%
Workshops hi-house 1 -6  days 20 53 46 33
1 - 4 weeks 3 8 5 4
1 -3  months 0 0 2 1
1 - 2 years 4 11 5 3
Outside 1 - 6 days 17 45 24 17
1 - 4 weeks 0 0 0 0
1 - 3 months 0 0 0 0
1 -2  years 0 0 0 0
Seminars In-house 1 -6  days 20 53 48 35
1 -4  weeks 3 8 4 3
1 -3  months 0 0 1 1
1 -2  years 3 8 2 1
Outside 1 -6  days 20 53 25 18
1 -4  weeks 0 0 0 0
1 - 3 months 0 0 0 0
1 -2  years 0 0 0 0
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
Both groups of respondents declared that workshops and 
seminars, be they outside or in-house, usually lasted no 
more than six days. When 11% of A/TT stated that their 
in-house workshops lasted 1-2 years, they were probably 
referring to a series of workshops.
Item 9 was about where pre-service and in-service 
programs were held and information related to this has 
been displayed on Table 16.
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Location of Certain Programs Available to Staff
Table 16
Group
A /TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138) 
%
Pre-service on campus 17 45 29 21
off-campus 0 0 1 1
abroad 0 0 0 0
COTE oncampiis 7 18 14 10
off-campus 0 0 4 3
abroad 0 0 0 0
Workshops on campus 32 84 66 47
off-campus 12 32 20 15
abroad 0 0 0 0
Seminars on campus 28 74 63 46
off-campus 11 29 28 20
abroad 1 3 0 0
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
While courses like the pre-service and COTE were almost 
all of the time provided on campus, the percentage of 
workshops and seminars that were available off-campus was 
around 15-32%. The percentage of on campus workshops and 
seminars declared by administrators and teacher trainers 
was quite high, with at around 80, while with the group of 
teachers, this number went down to around 45%.
In item 10, respondents were asked to state who the 
people teaching or lecturing at training programs were. 
Information related to this can be found in Tables 17-a, 
17-b, 17-c and 17-d.
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Teacher Trainers at Pre-service Programs Available to 
Staff
Group
Table 17-a
Pre-service
A /TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138) 
%
Administrators at the 
institution
6 16 12 9
Experienced teachers from 
the institution
6 16 10 7
All volunteer teachers 
from the institution
1 1 1 1
Teacher trainers from 
inside the institution
9 24 16 11
Teacher trainers from 
outside the institution
5 13 1 1
Guest speakers or 
lecturers
5 13 2 1
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
Both A/TT and T stated that in pre-service programs, the 
lecturers were mainly teacher trainers from the 
institution, 24% and 11% respectively. This was followed 
by administrators (16% and 9%), and experienced teachers 
from the institution (16% and 7%). Teachers did not state 
that teacher trainers from outside the institution or 
guest speakers or lecturers often come and teach.
Table 17-b
Teacher Trainers at COTE Available to Staff
Group
COTE
A /TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138) 
%
Administrators at the 
institution
1 3 0 0
Experienced teachers from 
the institution
1 3 3 2
All volimteer teachers 
from the institution
0 0 1 1
Teacher trainers from 
inside the institution
4 11 12 9
Teacher trainers from 
outside the institution
0 0 4 3
Guest speakers or 
lecturers
0 0 2 1
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
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Teacher trainers were said to be the only people teaching 
at COTE.
Table 17-c
Teacher Trainers at Workshops Available to Staff
Group
Workshops
A /TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138) 
%
Administrators at the 
institution
7 18 17 12
Experienced teachers from 
the institution
14 37 40 29
All volimteer teachers 
from the institution
19 50 35 24
Teacher trainers from 
inside the institution
17 45 28 20
Teacher trainers from 
outside the institution
15 40 26 19
Guest speakers or 
lecturers
16 42 32 23
Note. A / IT  = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers 
While for workshops, the administrators and teacher 
trainers stated that mainly all volunteer teachers could 
make presentations (50%), the teachers stated that this 
was usually done by experienced teachers from the 
institution (29%) . Also the percentage administrators and 
teacher trainers stated while mentioning teacher trainers 
from inside and outside of the institution (45% and 40% 
respectively) and guest lecturers at workshops (42%), 
seemed to be twice that of what the teachers had state, 
with 20% for teacher trainers from inside the institution, 
19% for teacher trainers from outside the institution and 
23% for guest lecturers. The percentages given by teachers 
seemed to be lower than those given by administrators and 
teacher trainers. This was maybe because of the fact that 
the teachers did not believe workshops were easily
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accessible. Table 5 indicates that while 71% of A/TT 
stated that workshops were accessible at their 
institution, only 25% of the teachers thought so.
Table 17-d
Teacher Trainers at Seminars Available to Staff
Group
Seminars
A /TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138) 
%
Administrators at the 
institution
8 21 15 11
Experienced teachers from 
the institution
15 40 26 19
All volunteer teachers 
from the institution
18 47 25 18
Teacher trainers from 
inside the institution
17 45 20 15
Teacher trainers from 
outside the institution
16 42 25 18
Guest speakers or 
lecturers
19 50 33 24
Note, A /  TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
Both parties stated that at seminars, guest speakers or 
lecturers gave presentation, then followed teacher 
trainers and teachers, however, again the percentages 
given by administrators and teacher trainers were twice 
that had been stated by teachers.
Item 11 was asked with the intention of gathering 
data regarding who made the decisions about who should 
attend pre-service and in-service training programs. This 
has been displayed in Table 18.
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Decision-making Regarding Attendance in Training 
Programs
Table 18
Group
A /TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138) 
%
The teachers themselves Ike-service 8 21 11 8
decide
In-service 26 68 61 44
Administrators decide on who Pre-service 17 45 43 31
should attend
In-service 20 53 43 31
Administrators choose after Pre-service 5 13 6 4
teachers have applied
In-service 12 32 30 22
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers 
There seems to be no one source on who decides what 
programs to attend. However both parties declared that 
when in-service was the case, then it is mostly decided by 
the teachers themselves, whereas with pre-service, it is 
more of a decision of administrators.
In item 12 the respondents were asked questions 
related to the content of pre-service and in-service 
training programs, and such information has been compiled 
in Table 19.
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Content of Pre-service and In-service Training Programs
Table 19
A /TT
f
Group
(n=38)
%
T
f
(n=138)
%
Introduction of new books Pre-service 18 47 32 23
In-service 26 68 55 40
New teaching techniques Pre-service 14 37 34 25
In-service 28 74 75 54
Review of old traching techniques Pre-service 9 24 20 15
In-service 15 40 42 30
Collaborative work /  Group work Pre-service 15 40 35 25
In-service 26 69 64 46
Peer observation P¥e-service 11 29 32 23
In-service 20 53 53 38
English for Specific Purposes Pre-service 6 16 13 9
In-service 20 53 38 28
English for Academic Purposes Pre-service 10 26 11 8
In-service 20 53 28 20
Testing Pre-service 13 35 26 19
In-service 21 55 40 29
Curriculum and syllabus design Pre-service 8 21 14 10
In-service 17 45 47 35
Introduction of new syllabus based on Pre-service 10 26 11 8
students’ needs
In-service 19 50 38 28
Classroom planning and management Pre-service 13 35 32 23
In-service 19 50 50 36
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers.
Figures in Table 19 indicate that in-service is said to be 
twice as useful and valuable as pre-service, as the 
percentages given by both A/TT and T for in-service are 
about twice those given for pre-service in all of the 11 
items regarding the content of these programs. The 
majority of A/TT stated that the content of in-service 
programs consisted of new teaching techniques (74%), 
collaborative and group work (69%), introduction of new 
books (68%), testing (55%), peer observation (53%) and ESP 
and EAP (53%). Most of the teachers agreed with the former 
group, however, the percentages they stated were not as 
high as the A/TT's. Pre-service was also said to have
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similar content, however, the percentages given for pre­
service were half as had been declared for in-service, 
indicating that there was twice as much in content in in- 
service and that in-service was maybe twice as useful or 
valuable as pre-service
Item 13-a was the question regarding whether the 
training programs institutions offered were evaluated or 
not (see Table 20), if they were, respondents were asked 
to answer item 13-b, which sought to determine how the 
programs were evaluated (see Table 21). In item 13-c, 
respondents were asked whether the content of the training 
programs were changed according to feedback gathered from 
the evaluation of programs (see Table 22).
Table 20
Evaluation of Training Programs
Group
A /TT
t
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138)
%
Yes 17 45 28 20
No 5 13 14 10
Sometimes 15 40 27 20
Don’t know 0 0 29 21
No response 1 3 40 29
Note. A / TT = Acfaninistrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
Almost half of the administrators and teacher trainers 
stated that training programs were evaluated afterwards, 
however the number of teachers who thought so, was half 
that of the former group (20% in contrast to 45%). In this 
question, a third of the teachers preferred not to
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respond, in spite of the fact that they could have ticked 
the 'don't know' option. This might have been because they 
knew such programs were not evaluated and they did not 
wish to declare this, or because their institution did not 
provide them with training programs, thus they left out 
this question as it did not relate to their institutions.
Table 21
How Training Programs are Evaluated
Group
A /TT
f
(n=38)
%
T
f
(n=138)
%
Through questionnaires given to participants 16 42 24 17
Through interviews with participants 16 42 14 10
Through feedback fiom TT 17 45 30 22
Through informal wxitten/spoken feedback from T 24 64 34 25
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
Both A/TT and T declared that training programs were 
evaluated mainly through informal written and spoken 
feedback from teachers with 64% and 25% respectively, and 
this was followed by feedback from teacher trainers, with 
45% and 22%. The reasons that the percentages were so low 
with the responses from teachers might again be the same 
reason as was speculated for Table 20.
Table 22
Change of Training Programs According to Feedback
Group
A /TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138)
%
Yes 14 37 21 15
No 3 8 13 9
Sometimes 13 34 16 11
Don’t know 0 0 41 30
No response 8 21 ,47 34
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
72
While more than 70% of the administrators and teacher 
trainers stated that following evaluation, the content of 
a training program was changed, at least partially, the 
teachers did not seem to be aware of this as only 26% 
declared this to be so. Again the reason why 34% of 
teachers and 21% of A/TT did not answer this question 
might be because their institutions do not have TTPs, 
whose content could be changed.
In item 15, respondents were asked to estimate the 
approximate percentage of participation in teacher 
training programs, among teachers from different 
experience backgrounds. Table 23-a gives information 
regarding the administrators' and teacher trainers' 
responses, and Table 23-b, regarding the teachers' 
responses regarding the issue.
Table 23-a
Estimated Percentages Regarding Teachers Attending 
Training Programs
Estimated attendance 
percentage
0-10%
A /TT
11-25%
(a=38)
26-50% 51-80% 81-100%
Teaching experience f % f % f % f % f %
Less than 2 years 1 3 2 5 3 8 6 16 21 55
2 -4  years 1 3 3 S 6 16 9 24 14 37
5-8years 4 11 7 18 7 18 9 24 5 13
9-15 years 11 29 4 11 6 16 5 13 3 8
Over 15 years 17 45 1 3 7 18 2 5 8 21
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers.
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Table 23-b
Estimated attendance 
percent^e
0-10%
T
11-25%
(n=138)
26-50% 51-80% 81-100%
Teaching exnerience f % f % f % f % f  %
Less than 2 years 4 3 10 7 14 10 19 14 49 36
2 -4  years 5 4 11 8 21 15 36 26 24 17
5-8years 13 9 16 11 32 23 13 9 22 16
9-15 years 25 18 23 17 14 10 16 11 14 10
Over 15 years 41 30 12 9 13 9 11 8 17 12
Note.T = Teachers.
As can be seen from Tables 23-a and 23-b, both parties 
stated that the more experienced teachers became, the less 
they attended training programs. Thus, there seemed to be 
a negative correlation between the attendance rate and a 
teacher's experience, with the exception of those teachers 
with teaching experience of over 15 years, where figures 
indicated that they might get interested in TTPs agaip.
21% of A/TT stated that teachers with teaching experience 
of over 15 years would attend TTPs 81-100%. Only 12% of 
the teachers seemed to agree with the former group, and 
41% of the teachers stated that the estimated attendance 
percentage of teachers with over 15 years of teaching 
experience would be 0-10%.
Fifty-five percent of the administrators and teachpr 
trainers, and 36 percent of the teachers said that 
participation in training programs among teachers with 
less than two years' experience would be around 80-100%.
45 percent of the administrators and 30 percent of the 
teachers stated that participation among teachers with 
teaching experience of more than 15 years, would be around 
0-10%. Both parties also stated that only 0-10% of those
74
teachers with experience over nine years would attend 
training programs.
Item 16 was designed to ask participants whether they 
were satisfied with the number of teachers participating 
in their pre-service training programs. Responses can be 
seen in Table 24.
Table 24
S a t i s f a c t i o n R e g a r d in g t h e  N um ber o f T e a c h e r s A t t e n d i n g
P r e - s e r v i c e P ro g ra m s
Group
A/TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138)
%
Yes 15 40 28 20
No 4 11 15 11
Somewhat 8 21 12 9
Don’t know 0 0 16 12
Not interested 0 0 14 10
No response 11 29 53 38
Note. A / TT = Adnunistrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
Ä majority of administrators and teacher trainers, 61%, 
stated that they were fully, or at least somewhat 
satisfied with the number of teachers attending pre­
service programs. The percentage of teachers who stated 
they were satisfied with the number of teachers attending 
pre-service training programs, was half of that of the 
former group (29%).
Item 17 asked -participants whether they were content 
with the number of teachers participating in the in- 
service teacher training programs offered at their 
institutions (see Table 25).
Satisfaction Regarding the Niomber of Teachers Attending 
In-service programs
Table 25
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Group
A /TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138)
%
Yes 16 42 31 23
No 13 34 21 23
Somewhat 6 16 19 14
Don’t know 0 0 15 11
Not interested 0 0 11 8
No response 3 8 31 23
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers 
The number of administrators and teacher trainers 
satisfied with the number of teachers attending in-service 
(42%) was more or less the same as that of teachers 
attending pre-service (40%). This also proved to be the 
case with the perceptions of teachers regarding the issue, 
23% and 20% respectively.
Teachers were asked the reasons they did or would 
attend pre-service and in-service training programs 
offered by their institutions in item 18-a. The reasons 
they gave as to why they attended pre-service programs 
have been cited in Table 26, and the reasons for teachers 
gave as to why they attended in-service training programs 
can be found in Table 27. The reasons given have been 
taken from Rodgers' article called Teacher Training: in 
progress, present in a British Council ELT document.
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Reasons for Attendance in Pre-service Training Programs
Table 25
Group
A / I T (n=38) T (n=138)
f % f %
Participation is compulsory 17 45 29 21
Ts see them as part of their 
development
12 31 67 49
To increase professional salary 0 0 5 4
To increase professional status 4 11 24 17
For excitement of something new 6 16 46 33
For social interaction with fellow 
teachers
4 11 39 28
To acquire new knowledge in their 8 21 51 37
fields - theory
To learn new teaching techniques - 12 31 57 41
practice
To increase student success through 
new teaching techniques
12 32 50 36
Note. A /  TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
While 45% of administrators and teacher trainers thought 
that teachers mainly attended pre-service programs because 
participation was compulsory, only 21% of the teachers 
stated that they did so because it was compulsory. On the 
contrary, most teachers, as high a percentage as 49%, said 
the reason they attended pre-service training programs was 
because they saw it as part of their professional 
development. Among other reasons teachers gave as to why 
they attended such programs were to learn new teaching 
techniques,41%, to acquire new knowledge in their fields, 
37%, to increase student success through new teaching 
techniques 36%, and for the excitement of something new, 
33%.
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Table 27
Reasons for Attendance in In-service Training Programs
Group
A /TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138) 
%
Participation is compiilsoiy 11 29 25 18
Ts see them as part of their 
development
27 71 102 74
To increase professional salary 3 8 6 4
To increase professional status 15 40 39 23
For excitement of something new 25 66 90 65
For social interaction with fellow 
teachers
11 29 66 48
To acquire new knowledge in then- 
fields - theory
24 63 95 69
To learn new teaching techniques - 
practice
31 82 111 80
To increase student success through 
new teaching techniques
27 71 103 75
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
With regards in-service programs, both A/TT and T seemed 
to agree on the fact that the reason teachers attended 
them was not because they were compulsory, 29% and 18% 
respectively, but to learn new teaching techniques (82% 
and 80%), to increase student success through new teaching 
techniques (71% and 75%), because they saw such programs 
as part of their development (71% and 74%), and to acquire 
new knowledge in their fields, namely theory (63% and 
69%). However, the proportion of A/TT who thought teachers 
attended such programs because they were compulsory was 
still higher than that of teachers who declared they did
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because they had to. Thus, in a way, teachers were being 
underestimated.
The researcher was curious about whether teachers 
were content with the several pre-service and in-service 
training programs offered by their institutions. To shed 
light onto this issue, such a question was devised. It is 
item 19-a in the questionnaire (see Table 28).
Table 28
Satisfaction with Pre-service and In-service Teacher 
Training Programs Offered at Institutions
Group T (n=138)
Yes No No response
f % f % f %
Pre-service 26 19 20 15 92 67
COTE 18 13 8 6 112 81
DOTE 14 10 9 7 115 83
INSET 5 4 10 7 123 89
DTEFLA 6 4 8 6 124 90
CEELT 11 8 10 7 117 85
Staff development 32 23 16 12 90 66
Workshops 49 36 25 18 64 46
Seminars 45 33 18 13 75 54
Conferences 21 15 20 15 97 70
Summer schools 4 3 18 13 116 84
Note.. T= Teachers
This was the item in the questionnaire in which 
participants in the survey had responded to the least, 
both by administrators and teacher trainers, and by 
teachers. The percentage of teachers who did not respond 
to-the items varied from 46% to 90%. The points that were 
responded to most was the workshops and seminars offered 
at institutions. 36% of the teachers reported they were 
satisfied with the workshops offered to them, with 
seminars the percentage was 33. 18% of the teachers
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reported dissatisfaction regarding workshops, and 13%, 
seminars. In almost all of the specific and general 
training programs, the number of people who reported they 
were satisfied outnumbered those who said they were not, 
with the exception of INSET, DTEFLA and summer schools.
Most of the administrators and teacher trainers chose 
not to answer this question. Among the responses received, 
21% said they were content with the training programs they 
offered to their teachers, while 24% said they were not.
16% of the administrators and teacher trainers said they 
were content with their COTE course, while 3% said they 
were not. Finally 37% of the teachers reported their 
satisfaction regarding their workshops, and another 37% 
reported their dissatisfaction regarding the issue, and 
the rest of the items were left unanswered.
Both parties were asked their viewpoints regarding 
what sorts of problems or points there might be regarding 
pre-service and in-service training programs offered at 
their institutions in item 19-b. Table 29 comprises such 
information.
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Issues that Might Constitute Problems Regarding Pre­
service and In-service Training Programs
Table 29
A /TT
f
Group
(n=38)
%
T
f
(n=138)
%
Lack of time for implementing programs Pre-service 7 18 28 20
In-service 11 29 27 20
Teachers don’t have time to participate Pre-service 4 11 16 12
In-service 14 37 34 25
Previous coxirses didn’t prove beneficial Pre-service 0 0 5 4
In-service 2 5 10 7
Apathy on teachers’ part Pre-service 7 18 13 9
In-service 9 24 18 13
Some teachers believe experience is more Pre-service 5 13 18 13
important than training
In-service 11 29 29 21
The institution doesn’t have teacher Pre-service 6 15 18 13
trainers
In-service 1 3 16 11
Quality of traming programs is inadequate Pre-service 5 13 13 9
In-service 4 10 16 11
Quantity of training programs is inadequate Pre-service 9 24 23 17
In-service 4 11 18 13
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
The same three points were said to be problematic by 
administrators and teacher trainers, and teachers when 
they were asked what issues might constitute problems 
regarding pre-service and in-service programs offered at 
their institution. All three points had to do with in- 
service programs. The item that was stated most (37% by 
the first group and 25% by the second group), was the fact 
that teachers do not have time to participate in in- 
service programs. The second highest percentages were 
given to the fact that some teachers believe experience is 
more important than training, in this case, in-service 
training. The third mentioned point was the fact that 
there is lack of time for the implementation of such 
programs. 29% of the first group, and 20% of the second 
group mentioned this.
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Apparently there was less of a problem regarding pre­
service programs in the first five points, as the 
percentages given to pre-service programs was always less 
than what was said about in-service programs regarding the 
same point. However, with the last three points, regarding 
the institutions' not having teacher trainers, the quality 
and quantity of training programs' being inadequate, both 
parties seemed to agree on the fact that this was more of 
a problem regarding pre-service programs, and the 
percentages given by both parties was more or less the 
same. However, there was some contradictory information 
regarding pre-service programs in that, while only five 
teachers out of the total number of 176 participants in 
the survey stated that they had had a problem the previous 
pre-service courses not proving to be beneficial, 32 of 
the 176 participants stated that the quantity of training 
programs was inadequate. Maybe what was being implied was 
that the quality of training, even though did prove to be 
useful for beginning teachers, could be improved so as to 
make it even more fruitful.
Also the fact that teachers' apathy played a negative 
role, especially in the success of in-service programs, 
was stated by 24% of the administrators and teacher 
trainers, and by 13% of the teachers.
Another point the researcher set out to examine was 
the reasons teachers might be reluctant in attending 
teacher training programs. It was believed that if the 
reasons could be found, then the content of training
82
programs could be altered and, in certain cases, bettered 
so as to make them more attractive for the teachers. This 
issue was asked in item 20, and the responses can be found 
in Table 30.
Table 30
Reasons Teachers might be Reluctant in Attending Teacher 
Training Programs
Group
A/TT
f
(n=38)
% f
T (n=138) 
%
T feel what they know is sufficient 25 66 81 59
T prefer other forms of self­
development
9 24 23 17
T find content given too theoretical 13 34 67 49
T find TT pedagogically not qualified 8 21 29 21
T think TTPs spread out over extended 
period
5 13 20 15
Time TTPs held are inconvenient for T: 
- after class or at the weekends
20 53 83 60
TTPs tend to be repetitive, no novelty 
in content
9 24 47 34
T feel content of TTPs doesn’t meet 
their expectations / needs. T feel 
content needs alteration
11 29 63 46
Attending TTPs doesn’t bring increase 
in professional salary
16 42 60 44
Attending TTPs doesn’t increase 
professional status
14 37 50 36
T not open to novelties and training 16 42 54 39
T have a negative attitude towards 
training
15 40 49 36
T believe development is a matter of 
experience
23 61 67 49
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Teachers
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Both A/TT and T seemed to agree on the fact that the main 
reason teachers are unwilling to participate in TTPs is 
the fact that teachers feel that what they know is 
sufficient. 66% of the administrators and teacher trainers 
stated this issue, while 59% of the teachers did. A/TT 
also stated that they thought teachers did not attend TTPs 
because teachers believe development was a matter of 
experience, and that teachers made themselves in the 
classroom. 49% of the teachers gave this as a reason. The 
item that was given the highest percentage by the teachejrs 
was that the time TTPs were held were inconvenient, as 
they were held either after class or at the weekends. 
Administrators and teacher trainers also seemed to agree 
on this issue, as they rated this article 53%. This showed 
that if teachers could be given release during daytime, if 
TTPs were arranged and fit in such that teachers did not 
have to spend extra time other than what they normally do 
during class time, then a lot more teachers would actually 
attend those TTPs.
The rest of the items seemed to have been given 
similar percentages. However, one major difference was the 
aspect of the content of TTPs. In three different points 
that were given related to the content of TTPs, teachers 
stated that they found the content either theoretical, and 
repetitive, stating there was no novelty in content, and 
stated that the content did not meet their expectations 
and that they felt that it needed to be altered. These 
issues seemed to be mentioned much less frequently than by
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administrators and by teachers. This showed that 
administrators and teacher trainers were not so aware of 
the fact that teachers found the content of TTPs too 
theoretical, repetitive and far from meeting their 
expectations and needs.
That TTPs did not bring an increase in professional 
salary or status was mentioned by around 40% of all 
participants, with emphasis more on the former. This 
showed that even though salary and status were not 
overwhelming issues, maybe things would be different if 
those teachers who attended TTPs were actually given a 
raise in salary or status. Also, only 20% of both parties 
said that they found the teacher trainers pedagogically 
not qualified.
The researcher was curious about whether the reason 
among participation in teacher training programs was 
because teachers preferred other forms of professional 
self-development. In order to find this out, in item 21 of 
the questionnaire, she asked the teachers other forms of 
self-development teachers advocated, and actually carried 
out (see Table 31).
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Forms of Professional Self-Development Teachers Advocate 
and Carry Out
Table 31
A /T T
f
Group
(n=38)
%
T
f
(n=138)
%
Following current literature Advocate 17 45 66 48
Carryout 8 21 48 35
Subscribing to ELT journals and magazines Advocate 16 42 72 52
Carryout 13 34 46 33
Joining professional organizations Advocate 14 37 65 47
Carryout 5 13 20 15
Carrying out action research Advocate 12 32 53 38
Carryout 2 5 24 17
Attending conferences, seminars, workshops Advocate 19 50 91 66
Carryout 12 32 88 64
Holding regular meetings with colleagues to Advocate 17 45 77 56
discuss problems
Carryout 11 29 67 49
Note. A / TT = Administrators and Teacher Trainers, T= Tm;hers
The two items that were ranked highest by both parties 
were teachers' advocating attending conferences, seminars 
and workshops, and also their holding regular meetings 
with colleagues to discuss problems. The percentages given 
in both groups regarding what they advocated was always 
higher than or what was actually carried out. The only 
issue where the percentages of what was advocated and what 
was carried out was the teachers' actually stating their 
attending conferences, seminars and workshops. This figure 
was twice what the administrators and teacher trainers had 
anticipated. It was stated that both parties that action 
research was hardly ever carried out, in spite of the fact 
that the percentages the teachers gave was three times 
that of the administrators' and teacher trainers'. The 
results also showed that teachers joined professional 
organizations more than the administrators and teacher
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trainers thought. The rest of the issues more or less were 
given similar percentages.
Until now, frequencies and percentages of two 
parties, namely administrators and teacher trainers, and 
teachers have been given. From Table 32 through Table 43, 
means and standard deviations will be given, as data that 
will be found in the sections to follow has been acquired 
from 30 Likert-scale items that were present in the last 
section of the Teachers' version of the questionnaire. The 
30 items have been grouped such that all relevant data 
will be given together, in 12 tables. Within each group 
are questions related. In front of each question, the 
number it was in the questionnaire will be written. One 
point that should be taken into consideration while 
examining these tables is that some items have been worded 
in an affirmative form, and others in negative forms. Also 
some statements seem to have either positive or negative 
connotations. To distinguish positive statements from 
negative ones, so as to enable the reader from looking at 
the means from a different perspective, a or a '+'
sign will be put in front of each item. Those items where 
the statement may be interpreted differently will be given 
a sign.
One other point to be mentioned is the fact that the 
scale is as follows:
1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= agree, 4= strongly 
agree.
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While commenting on means, the researcher intends to 
interpret the figures as such:
M : 1.00 - 1.50 = strongly disagree
M : 1.51 - 2.50 = disagree
M : 2.51 - 3.50 = agree
M : 3.51 - 4.00 = strongly agree
However, it should also be kept in mind that the standard 
deviations will also be taken into consideration in the 
interpretation of results as they can affect the results 
considerably. In particular, with those figures between 
the 2.25 - 2.75 range, interpretations such as 'there was 
no definite information as to whether people agreed or 
disagreed, thus we can say some people did agree and some 
disagreed' will need to be made.
Interpretation of Likert-scale Items 
Five of the questions asked in this section were to 
gather information regarding what teachers thought of the 
content of TTPs, namely whether they thought they were 
repetitive, too theoretical, impractical, or inapplicable 
to their teaching situations. The researcher also wanted 
to see teachers' attitudes if content of TTPs were to be 
changed. Such information can be found in Table 32.
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Repetition and Impracticability of Teacher Training 
Programs
Table 32
Group
M
T (n.= 138)
SD
-1. TTPs are repetitive; there is 
nothing new in them.
2.00 .87
-3. Content in TTPs is too 
theoretical and impractical.
2.27 .78
-12.1 cannot apply what I have 
learnt to teaching situations as it 
is irrelevant to my teaching 
situation.
2.11 .83
+25. If TTPs were upgraded 
context wise, I would attend 
them.
2.57 .80
*27. Content of TTPs needs to be 
altered so it can be implemented 
into my teaching situation.
2.72 .73
Note. T= Teachers, TTPs= Teacher Traiiiing Programs; 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=agree,
4= strongly agree.
It was pleasing to see that in the three items, items 1, 
3 and 12, that were somewhat related as they were all 
actually questioning participants about the content of 
TTPs, the means and standard deviations were so similar, 
showing the reliability of the results. As the means are 
around 2.10, it can be said that most of the teachers 
disagreed that TTPs were repetitive and that there was 
nothing new in them, that the content was too theoretical 
and impractical, and that they could not apply what they 
had learnt to their teaching situations as it was 
irrelevant to their teaching situations. However, the 
standard deviations' being around .80 shows that some of 
the teachers thought otherwise, agreeing that they were
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repetitive, impractical and irrelevant to the teaching 
situation and some teachers strongly disagreed with the 
above mentioned issues. However, it can be said that the 
majority of the teachers disagreed.
As to whether teachers would attend TTP were they to 
be upgraded in terms of context, item 25, shows that most 
teachers agreed that they would attend TTPs if context 
were upgraded. We can also say that more teachers agreed 
than those who disagreed. In a case where the mean is 
2.57, one can see why at the beginning of this section, 
the researcher said that the means within the 2.26 - 2.75 
range could be interpreted differently, with the 
interpreter having to say the respondents both agreed and 
disagreed.
Item 27, similar to item 25 both in content, and with 
its mean and standard deviation, can be interpreted as 
such: a majority of the teachers agreed that content of 
TTPs needs to be altered so that they could be implemented 
in to their teaching situations, but that there were some 
teachers who disagreed with this point, although the ones 
who agreed seemed to outweigh those who disagreed.
One other question the researcher set out to explore 
was whether teachers benefited from TTPs and in order to 
find this out, she asked six questions, similar to one 
another, where teachers would reveal whether they thought 
about TTPs positively or not. The six statements referred 
to TTPs' being helpful to ones professional enrichment, to 
their catching up with new techniques and methodology, to
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their enabling people to share knowledge and experiences, 
and develop professionally, to their being enlightening, 
to their being able to change teachers' styles positively, 
and this new teaching styles' having a positive effect on 
students. The results have been displayed in Table 33. 
Table 33
Benefits of Teacher Training Programs
Group
M
T (n = 138)
SD
+2.1 learn a lot from TTPs in 
terms of professional enrichment
3.25 .76
+4.1 catch up with new 
techniques and methodology.
3.05 .68
+7. Sharing knowledge and 
e5q>eriences helps one develop a 
great deal professionally as a 
teacher.
3.38 .68
+9. TTPs can be very 
enhghtening.
3.33 .69
+20.1 fe l TTPs have changed 
my teaching style positively.
3.25 .71
+21.1 feel my students have 
benefited from my new teaching 
style and changed attitude TTPs 
have provided me with.
3.06 .75
Note. T= Teachers, TTPs= Teacher Training Programs; 1= stror^y disagree, 2= disagree, 3=agree, 
4= strongly agree.
It is quite pleasing that the means of all the six 
questions were around 3.05 and 3.38, and standard 
deviations between .68 and .76. The average mean was 
around 3.25 and the standard deviation .70. This showed 
that even when the extreme ends were taken into 
consideration, figures still confirmed the fact that
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teachers agreed with the above mentioned issues. In the 
order that got the highest mean to the lowest, we can say 
that teachers believe that TTPs' enabling people to share 
knowledge and experiences, helps people develop a great 
deal professionally as teachers, TTPs can be very 
enlightening, teachers feel that they learn a lot from 
TTPs in terms of professional enrichment, that TTPs have 
changed their teaching styles positively, that they feel 
their students have benefited from this new teaching style 
and changed attitude TTPs have provided them with, and 
that they feel they catch up with new techniques and 
methodology through TTPs.
There was one question within the 30 items set out to 
determine what teachers thought of the teacher trainers in 
the training programs. This is revealed in Table 34.
Table 34
Teacher Trainers
Group
M
T (n= 138)
SB
-5. Teacher trainers may not be 
competent in their fields.
2.23 .83
Note. T= Teachers, TTPs= Teacher Training Programs; 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=agree, 
4= stroi^y agr^.
Table 34 displays that the mean for whether teachers 
thought teacher trainers were incompetent or not in their 
fields, was 2.23, revealing that teachers disagreed that 
teacher trainers were incompetent. However, the standard 
deviation taken into consideration, it can be said that
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while some teachers thought that teacher trainers were not 
competent in their fields, a majority of them did not 
agree, and some strongly disagreed.
There were three questions related to the time TTPs 
consume and the hours they are held, and whether this 
constitutes a problem for the teachers (see Table 35). 
Table 35
Time Regarding Teacher Training Programs
Group
M
T (n.= 138)
SD
-6. TTPs consume a lot of time. 2.15 .93
-11. TTPs take too long. 2.11 .75
-17. The hours TTPs take place 
during the day are very 
unsuitable.
2.25 .68
Note. T= Teachers, TTPs= Teacher Training Programs; 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=agree, 
4= strongly agree.
The means regarding TTP times were between 2.11 and 2.25, 
with an average of around 2.16, and a standard deviation 
of around .78. These figures show that while in general, 
the majority of teachers disagree with the fact that TTPs 
consume a lot of time, that TTPs take too long and that 
the hours the TTPs are held during the day are very 
unsuitable, taking the standard deviation into 
consideration, there are some, although not too many, who 
thought otherwise.
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Table 36 gives information regarding whether TTPs are 
available to teachers at their institution or not.
Table 36
Teacher Training Program Available at the Institution
Group
M
T (n.= 138)
SD
-8 .1 find TTPs inaccessible as 
my institution does not offer any.
2.37 1.12
Note. T= Teachers, TTPs= Teacher Training Programs; 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=agree, 
4= strongly agree.
Although the mean in Table 36 shows that teachers 
disagreed with the fact that TTP were inaccessible in 
their institutions because the institution did not offer, 
any the standard deviation at 1.12 revealed that some 
teachers agreed (almost strongly so) that their 
institution did not offer them any teacher training 
programs, while yet others, strongly disagreed, saying 
their institution did provide them with teacher training 
programs.
The researcher also wanted to reveal whether teachers 
thought training programs were costly or not. Information 
regarding this can be found in Table 37.
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Table 37
Monetary Aspect of Teacher Training Programs
Group
M
T (n=138)
SD
-10. TIPs are costly to attend. 2.47 .%
Note. T= Teachers, TTPs= Teacher Training Programs; 1= strongly disagree, 2= d is^ ee , 3=agree,
4= strongly agree.
Table 37 can be interpreted as such that in general 
teachers thought that teachers disagreed that TTPs were 
costly to attend. However, the fact that the standard 
deviation is close to one, shows that the responses of 
teachers also fluctuated between those who almost strongly 
agreed that TTPs were costly to attend, and those who 
almost strongly disagreed that they were. This being the 
case, a definite interpretation cannot be made, other than 
that most teachers said TTPs were not too costly to 
attend.
One question the researcher set out to examine was 
whether experienced teachers should attend TTPs as well, 
as they were believed to have the advantage of the 
classroom's having given them a solid foundation. Three 
questions were asked to reveal this issue, items 13, 14 
and 19, and they have been displayed in Table 38.
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Experienced Teachers Attending Teacher Training Programs
Table 38
Group
M
T (n.= 138)
SD
+13. Teachers who consider 
themselves experienced should 
also attend TTPs from time to 
time.
3.49 .74
+14. Teachers can brush up their 
teaching techniques through 
TTPs.
3.41 .71
+19. All teachers should attend 
TTPs from time to time to keep 
up-to-date.
3.56 .72
Note. T= Teachers, TTPs= Teacher Training Programs; 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=agree,
4= stroi^ y agree.
It was very pleasing that the three items similar in 
context were answered likewise. The fact that the three 
means and standard deviations are so close shows the 
reliability of the results. This is pleasing as the items 
were dispersed within the section. The results can be 
interpreted as such that, teachers responding to the 
guestionnaire, regardless of their personal teaching 
experience backgrounds, almost unanimously said that they 
strongly agreed that, all teachers, including those who 
consider themselves experienced should attend TTPs in 
order to keep up-to-date, and that teachers can brush up 
their teaching techniques through TTPs.
Table 39 displays what teachers said regarding why 
teacher trainer programs were not attended.
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Reasons for Preferring not to Attend Teacher Training 
Programs
Table 39
Group
M
T (n = 138)
SD
-15.1 prefer not to attend TTPs 
because I feel what I know is 
sufBcient
1.51 .75
*18.1 feel I can do and learn 
more without attending TTPs.
1.74 .69
*26.1 feel I can catch up with 
new techniques on my own 
without attending TIPs.
2.12 .76
Note. T= Teachers, TTPs= Teacher Training Programs; 1= strongly disagree, 2=  disagree, 3=agree, 
4= strongly agree.
Regarding item 15, which said teachers did not attend TTPs 
because they felt what they knew was sufficient, the 
teachers unanimously said that they disagreed, and even 
when the mean was taken into consideration, the responses 
varied from strongly disagree to disagree. Items 18 and 
26, in spite of the fact that they consisted of a very 
similar item where sensitivity had been shown to question 
wording, had different means, 1.74 and 2.12 respectively. 
However, both fell into the 'disagree' range, stating that 
teachers disagreed with the fact that they could do and 
learn more without attending TTPs, and with the fact that 
they felt they could catch up with new techniques on their 
own without attending TTPs. The standard deviations 
computed for the two items, .69 and .76 respectively, 
could be interpreted that the answers the respondents gave 
varied from strongly disagree to agree. Generally though.
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it can be said that teachers disagreed that they could 
learn more and catch up with new techniques on their own 
without attending TTPs.
Items 16, 22 and 23 were asked with the intention of 
getting the teachers' ideas about what they thought about 
peer/group/collaborative work and whether they saw TTPs as 
social events (see Table 40).
Table 40
Teachers' Attitudes Towards Peer/Group/Collaboratlve Work
Group
M
T (n=138)
SD
+16. TTPs shed light on 
peer/group/collaborative work, 
and one benefits fi-om such 
exposure to new ideas.
3.31 .65
*22.1 do not enjoy taking part in 
peer/group/collaborative work 
that TTPs advocate.
1.85 .91
*23.1 do not attend TTPs 
because other people are not 
interested in them either.
1.52 .67
Note. T= Teachers, TTPs= Teacher Training Programs; 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=i 
4= strongly agree.
Responses to items 16 and 22, where the same concept was 
worded in an affirmative sentence and then again in a 
negative sentence, showed that teachers enjoyed 
participating in peer/group/collaborative work that TTPs 
shed light on and advocate. When the standard deviations 
were taken into consideration, then it was seen that some
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teachers strongly agreed that TTPs shed light on the above 
mentioned forms of collaborative work and that they 
enjoyed taking part in them. As regards whether teachers 
did not attend TTPs because other people were not 
interested in them either (item 23), teachers stated this 
was not so, and the standard deviation revealed that the 
answers given to this item varied between strongly 
disagree and disagree.
To find out whether teachers attended or would attend 
TTP for the certificate it had to offer, item 24 was asked 
to the respondents (see Table 41).
Table 41
Certificates Regarding Teacher Training Programs
Group
M
T (n_= 138)
SD.
’*24.1 (would) attend TTPs for 
the certificate it has to offer.
2.17 .86
Note. T= Teachers, TTPs= Teacher Training Programs; 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=agree,
4= strongly agree.
Teachers said that they disagreed with the fact that 
they attended TTPs for the certificate it had to offer, as 
can be seen from the mean, which was 2.17; however, the 
standard deviation's being .86, showed that the responses 
of teachers had fluctuated between strongly disagree and 
agree. Thus, it can be said that although a majority of 
teachers said they did not attend TTP for the certificate 
that was offered, there were still some who did or would.
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Item 28 was asked with the intention of getting 
teachers views regarding whether TTPs should be made 
compulsory or not. Information regarding this can be found 
in Table 42.
Table 42
Compulsion Regarding Teacher Training Programs
Group
M
T (n = 138)
SD
*28. Attending TTPs should be 
made compulsoiy.
2.35 .99
Note. T= Teachers, TTPs= Teacher Training Programs; 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=agree, 
4= strongly agree.
The mean of responses that can be found in Table 42, 
regarding whether TTPs should be made compulsory or not, 
is 2.35, determining that teachers disagree with this 
issue. However, the standard deviation is .99, and this 
shows that responses actually. So to this question, while 
most of the teachers said they disagreed that teachers' 
attending TTPs should be made compulsory, some said they 
strongly disagreed with the idea, while some said they 
agreed.
The last questions in the questionnaire, items 29 and 
30, were designed in order to achieve information 
regarding what teachers felt about attending pre-service 
and in-service TTPs in the future. Information regarding 
this issue has been displayed in Table 43.
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Teachers' Preferences to Attend Teacher Training Programs 
in the future
Table 43
Group
M
T (n=  138)
+29.1 would like to attend pre- 
service programs in the future.
2.55 1.06
+30.1 would like to attend in- 
service programs in the fiiture.
3.29 .75
Note. T= Teachers, TTPs= Teacher Training Programs; 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=agree,
4~  strongly agree.
Table 43 shows that there was discrepancy in the teachers' 
responses regarding attending pre-service programs in the 
future. Although it seems as if teachers in general agreed 
they would, the standard deviation, ranking at 1.06, 
changes the way the mean can be interpreted, revealing 
that, in reality, the responses the teachers gave differed 
between strongly disagree to strongly agree. This might be 
due to the fact that the experience backgrounds of the 
teachers who participated in this survey were varied, and 
while the more novice teachers stated they would very much 
like to participate in pre-service training programs, the 
more experienced ones stated that they definitely would 
not want to.
There seems to be more of a coherence in the 
responses that were given to item 30, regarding their 
viewpoints on whether they would like to attend in-service 
programs in the future. Here it was seen that the mean was 
3.29, indicating that the 138 teachers unanimously agreed
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(some strongly), that they would like to participate in 
in-service training programs in the future.
Conclusion
It is difficult to summarize all the tables that have 
been displayed above due to the fact that they are 
numerous and comprise quite a lot of factual and affective 
data. However, some salient points in the findints can be 
said to be that both teachers and A/TT believe in the 
usefulness of TTPs, that they agree that there is a need 
for them in their institutions and that teachers wish to 
attend them not because they are compulsory or because of 
a degree or a diploma such programs will offer at the end 
of participation, or because teachers expect a raise in 
status or salary after attending such programs, but simply 
because they see such programs as part of their 
development and as an opportunity to acquire new teaching 
techniques that will in the long run result in an increase 
in student success. It is also promising that teachers 
unanimously stated that they would like to attend 
particularly in-service teacher training programs in the 
future.
A general summary of the findings, and information 
regarding the current situation of Turkey can be found in 
Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION 
Summary of the Study
The purpose of the survey was to shed light on the 
current status quo of pre-service and in-service teacher 
training programs at the English Preparatory Schools of 26 
universities in Turkey. The study set out to determine 
which universities provided their staff with pre-service 
and in-service teacher training programs, and the attitude 
of ELT teachers throughout Turkey towards such programs.
If the institution did offer training programs, then the 
general nature and content of such programs were examined, 
as were the participating teachers in such courses, and 
the teacher trainers.
Data were gathered through the administration of two 
similar questionnaires to three groups, namely to 
administrators, teacher trainers, and to teachers. Twenty- 
seven administrators, 11 teacher trainers and 138 teachers 
from 21 universities responded to the survey. As explained 
in Chapter 3, the results of the administrators and 
teacher trainers were analyzed as the responses of one 
group, and the responses of the teachers as another. Data 
was analyzed in two different ways and displayed in 
Chapter 4 and Appendix D. Statistical results regarding 
the general attitude of the two groups throughout Turkey 
can be found in Chapter 4. The responses of staff of 
specific institutions can be found in Appendix D.
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General Results
Universities with Teacher Training Units
Results showed that out of the 26 universities with 
Preparatory Schools in Turkey, only six, namely Başkent 
University, Bilkent University, Çukurova University, 
Hacettepe University, Marmara University and Middle East 
Technical University had separate Teacher Training Units 
and teacher trainers available to teachers. Of these, 
Marmara University reported that their Teacher Training 
Unit was not an official one, but one constructed with 
volunteer teachers.
In response to whether their institutions had a 
Teacher Training Unit, 42% of the teacher respondents said 
there was and 51% of them replied there was not. This 
could be due to the fact the respondents interpreted the 
workshops and seminars available to them by their 
institutions as events that had been made accessible to 
them through teacher training units. Unanimously all 
respondents reported that their institutions provided them 
with the opportunity of workshops and seminars from time 
to time.
among the 26 universities examined, it was found that 
specific training programs, that is those that offered a 
certificate or a diploma (like COTE), were available at 
four institutions, namely Bilkent, Çukurova, Hacettepe and 
METU.
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Başkent University stated that their in-service 
program was at the moment in the form of workshops and 
seminars. This was also the case at Marmara University.
Universities with Specific Teacher 
Training Programs
At Bilkent, both pre-service and in-service teacher 
training programs were said to be offered to teachers, 
among which were COTE, DOTE, INSET, DTEFLA and CEELT. 
Çukurova stated that they offered COTE and CEELT. At METU, 
DOTE and INSET were made available to teachers. At 
Hacettepe, it was stated that DOTE and DTEFLA were made 
available to teachers.
General Attitude of Teachers Regarding 
Teacher Training Programs
56% of the teachers who were questioned reported that 
their institutions provided them with in-house teacher 
training programs. 28% of the teachers said this was in 
the form of pre-service training, while 27% stated it was 
in the form in-service training. Almost all respondents 
added that these training programs were mainly in the form 
of workshops and seminars available to them at their 
institution. 14% of the teachers said they had COTE, and 
12% said they had DOTE opportunities.
As to whether there was a Teacher Training Unit at 
their institution, although 42% of the teachers said there
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was, as has been mentioned earlier in this chapter, this 
did not refer to a formal teacher training unit which gave 
specific courses, but one which enabled teachers to engage 
in workshops and seminars. The percentage regarding 
whether teachers thought there was a need to have teacher 
training programs at the institution was as high as 86% 
(92% with A/TT). Reasons as to why there should be teacher 
training was mainly cited as the high number of newly- 
graduated teachers, and as a necessity to upgrade 
students’ success.
It was also stated that 85% of the responding 
teachers had not attended any specific training courses, 
but only workshops, seminars and conferences so far.
The workshops teachers stated were usually those 
which lasted 1-6 days, were held on campus, and were not 
compulsory to attend. The content of such workshops was 
mainly said to be review of old teaching techniques and 
collaborative and group work. 20% of the teachers said 
these programs were later evaluated through informal 
written and spoken feedback. 20% of the teachers expressed 
their contentment regarding such programs.
The first reason given for attending pre-service 
programs was said to be because teachers saw such programs 
as part of their development. The reason for attending in- 
service programs was said to learn new techniques, namely 
to acquire practice.
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Teachers preferred not to reply the question 
regarding their satisfaction in certain programs. Only 18% 
said they were content with workshops and 15% with the 
pre-service programs they were offered. With COTE and 
DOTE, these figures fell to 6% and 7% respectively. 
Discontent regarding COTE and DOTE probably arose from the 
fact that these two forms of teacher training programs 
were not present in most of the institutions. Workshops, 
although said to be more accessible, were still not found 
adequate in number or, from time to time, content.
What teachers complained most about teacher training 
programs was related to problems regarding time. While 25% 
stated the times TTPs were held were inconvenient, this 
figure went up to 60% when teachers stated lack of time as 
the reason to why they were reluctant to participate in 
TTPs. That teachers felt what they knew was sufficient and 
that they believed teacher development was a matter of 
experience, were also given as reasons as to why some 
teachers might be reluctant to participate in TTPs.
The main form of professional self-development was 
said to be attending conferences, seminars and workshops. 
Holding regular meetings with colleagues was another issue 
mentioned as a form of self-development that was both 
advocated and actually carried out by half of the 
participating teachers.
In general, when asked what they thought of TTPs, 
teachers said that they found them very enlightening, that
107
they learnt a lot from TTPs in terms of professional 
enrichment, that TTPs changed their teaching styles 
positively and that they felt their students benefited 
from this new teaching style.
The teachers also said that they enjoyed sharing 
knowledge and experiences, and peer/group/collaborative 
work which TTPs advocated.
Teachers disagreed that TTPs were repetitive, time- 
consuming, impractical theoretical or inapplicable to 
their teaching situations.
Most teachers stated that they did not want TTPs to 
be made compulsory, and that they were after professional 
development and not a diploma or a certificate a course 
had to offer. They also stated that they preferred or 
would prefer to attend TTPs and learn collaboratively, 
rather than pursue advancement on their own.
It was unanimously agreed that all teachers, 
including those who consider themselves experienced, 
should attend TTPs from time in order to keep up-to-date. 
Another point that was stated by almost all of the 
participants was that they would like to attend in-service 
training programs in the future.
Discussion
The fact that such a study has not been conducted in 
Turkey before deters the researcher from comparing results 
obtained to previous ones. Data obtained from this survey
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shows that neither A/TT nor T are content with the 
quantity or quality of TTPs at their institutions. One 
other issue that seems to cause displeasure is the low 
attendance rate of participation in TTPs. In spite of the 
fact that teachers seem to be willing to up-date their 
knowledge through TTPs, TTPs seem to be inaccessible at 
most institutions, especially those specific training 
courses like COTE, DOTE, DTEFLA or CEELT.
85% of teachers have stated that they have not 
attended any in-house or outside training programs so far, 
which is quite a high figure. However, almost all the 
participating teachers have declared that they would like 
to attend TTPs, namely in-service training programs in the 
future. One point that should not be overlooked is that 
fact that 45% of the participating teachers stated that 
they had MAs or MSs, 6% of which had Ph.D.s, which is 
quite a high figure. This indicates that almost half of 
the teachers at Preparatory schools have pursued their 
academic studies and have gone through a process which can 
replace in-service training.
A/TT also seem to underestimate teachers when asked 
why the teachers attend such programs. The reason the 
former group think teachers attend TTPs is mainly because 
teachers have to, as such courses are said to be 
compulsory, however, teachers state that this is not the 
case. First of all teachers stated that TTPs were not 
compulsory, and secondly they stated that teachers, if
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they did so, attended TTPs because they saw such programs 
as part of their development, because it enabled them to 
learn new teaching techniques and in the long run to 
increase student success through these newly-learned 
techniques.
One aspect everyone has complains about is lack of 
time for attending training programs. Teachers say that 
they have to come to class at the weekends or stay at 
school after class deters them from participating, in 
spite of the fact that they are willing to come. If there 
was a possibility of excusing teachers from 1-2 hours of 
teaching a week, and if they could be allowed to attend 
TTPs during class time, then this could provide teachers 
with an opportunity to attend TTPs. The timetable could be 
scheduled as such as to give teachers a chance to attend 
classes during class time.
One other finding that came out of the study is that 
the rate of attendance falls as teachers become more 
experienced, however, interest in TTPs has also been said 
to increase after a teaching experience of more than 15 
years.
Findings in this survey indicate that the larger 
universities seem to give more importance to teacher 
training than comparably smaller ones. Five of those 
universities that have teacher training units, namely 
Bilkent, Çukurova, Hacettepe, Marmara and METU are those 
universities with over 600 students, with METU in the
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lead. The sixth university is the newly-founded Başkent.
It is also interesting that four of these 6 universities 
that have teacher training units among the 26 institutions 
surveyed happen to be in the capital, Ankara.
Results of the survey, overall, show that in spite of 
the fact that institutions are responsible for the 
training of their staff following employment, very few 
institutions actually realize this. Teachers seem to be 
deprived of the teacher training programs they say they 
would like to attend, were they present. Most teachers 
seem to be willing to attend training programs, especially 
if content was to be upgraded. This shows that if 
institutions look into the matter of teacher training and 
actually carry out an action regarding the issue, the 
teachers will attend such programs voluntarily and will 
benefit from them.
What institutions should do at this stage, is to 
question their staff regarding the issue of teacher 
training, and accordingly construct training programs that 
will best suit the needs of their teachers. As the needs 
and expectations of individual institutions will differ, 
devising one model for pre-service and one for in-service 
may not be of use to most institutions, although those 
which share features might benefit from them. It is 
recommended each university looks into the matter and at 
least raises an awareness regarding the issue.
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Limitations of the Study
The first limitation was that of time with a target 
population so broad. The researcher found it difficult to 
trace all 26 universities in the six months she had to 
complete her survey and thesis. Another major impediment 
in the study was the length of the questionnaire. That it 
was so exhaustive deterred some of the respondents from 
responding to the questionnaire fully which affected the 
results obtained. One last point was that the participants 
were not fully randomly selected, as at some institutions, 
this was left to the administrators whom the researcher 
contacted, thus the representative groups may actually not 
fully represent their institutions.
Implications for Further Research 
What can be done following this study is to look into 
the teacher training programs of each university in more 
depth and determine their needs. Another possibility is 
that model training programs are constructed for each 
university that will meet the needs and expectations of 
each institution. In this way, teachers at those 
institutions will greatly benefit from the training 
programs they have declared they wish to attend.
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Appendix A
Letter to Administrators
Dear Sir/ Madam,
For this study, two separate but similar questionnaires have been designed in 
order to gather data on the current situation of Pre-service and In-service teacher 
training programs at all of the 25 universities in Turkey that have English Preparatory 
schools.
One of the questionnaires is both for administrators and for teacher trainers. The 
reason these two groups are not administered two separate questionnaires is that in 
institutions that do not have teacher trainers, administrators will have the necessary 
information to answer certain questions regarding the issue. Thus, there may be 
instances when an administrator may feel that the answer to a specific question w ill be 
better answered by a teacher trainer. Ffowever, as has been mentioned above, those 
institutions that may not actually have teacher trainers have also been taken into 
consideration. The second questionnaire is for the teachers.
Could you please administer the "Administrator / Teacher Trainer" version of 
the questionnaire to 2 Administrators and 2 Teacher Trainers, and the "Teacher" 
version to 10%  of the teacher population at your institution. However, if there are less 
than 50 teachers working at the Preparatory School, please give it to 5 teachers, 
preferably with different experience backgrounds, so the results can be more valid and 
reliable.
1 would again like to express my sincere gratitude in the time and energy you 
have devoted to this study.
Could you please send the questionnaires replied to :
Merih TEVS
Bilkent University
Faculty of Humanities and Letters
MATEFL Program
06533
Bilkent ANKARA
Bilkent number: 0-312-266 40 40 ext. 2015, 1561 
Home number : 0-312- 229 48 66
Yours sincerely, 
Merih TEVS
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Appendix B
Questionnaire for Teachers 
QUESTIONNAIRE RE PRE-SERVICE and IN-SERVICE ELT 
TRAINING PROGRAMS 
- TEACHERS -
Dear Colleague,
This is a questionnaire that aims at collecting data regarding pre-service and in-service training 
programs at your institution. Pre-service training is the initial, introductory training teachers go 
through when they first start teaching at an institution. In-service training, on the other hand, 
refers to all sorts of training teachers may be provided with while they are actively teaching.
These courses could be in-house courses provided by school staff, or outside courses offered by 
an outside institution i.e., British Council, RSA. Kindly answer the questions below by ticking the 
answers that best reflect your circumstances.
Biographical Information :
Institution: ______________________________________
Graduated from : University - ______________________________________
: Department - ______________________________________
Recent qualification h e ld : Ph.D MA/MS BA/BS
□  □  □
Teaching experience : Less than 2 years 2 -4  years 5 - 8 years 9-15 years over 15 years
□  □  □  □  □
1 a) Does your institution offer regular in-house teacher training programs (pre-service and/or in- 
service) to its EFL teachers?
Yes No Don't know
□  □  □
b) If yes, which kinds of program(s) does it offer?
Pre-service In-service
□  □
c) W hich specific training program(s) are offered?
COTE(RSA) DOTE(RS/
□  □
Staff development Workshop
□  □
□  . Other, please specify ___
INSET DTEFLA CEELT
□ □ □
Seminars Conferences Summer schools
□ □ □
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2 a) Are outside training courses offered to teachers at your institution? 
Yes No
□ □
b) If yes, which one(s) are offered?
COTE DOTE INSET
□ □ □
Staff development Workshops Seminars
□ □ □
□  Other, please specify ________________
DTEFLA CEELT
□ □
Conferences Summer schools
□  □
3 ) Is there a Teacher Training Unit at your institution?
Yes No Don't know
□ □ □
4 a) Do you think there is a need to offer training courses at your institution? 
Yes No
□ □
b) If yes, please tick all applicable answers from below as reasons.
High number of newly-graduated teachers 
Request from teachers 
Policy of the institution 
Necessity to upgrade students' success
Other, please specify_________________________________________
a. □
b. □
c. □
d. □
e. □
5 ) Please   tick the training program(s) you have attended so far.
COTE DOTE INSET DTEELA CEELT None
In-house : □ □ □ □ □ □
O utside: □ □ □ □ □ □
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Staff development Workshops Seminars Conferences Summer schools
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □
In-service:
In-house:
Outside :
CD Other, please specify___________________________________________
6 a) Are training programs (both in-house and outside programs) compulsory for teachers at your 
institution?
Yes No Some
□  □  □
b) If yes, which ones are compulsory?
Pre-service COTE DOTE
□ □ □
Staff development Workshops Seminars
□ □ □
INSET DTEFLA CEELT
□  □  □
Conferences Summer schools
□  □
□  Other, please specify
7 ) How long do in-house training programs last at your institution? (Please tick all applicable 
answers.)
1 - 6 day(s) 1 - 4 week(s) 1 - 3 month(s) 1 - 2 year(s)
COTE □ □ □ □
DOTE □ □ □ □
INSET □ □ □ □
DTEFLA □ □ □ □
CEELT □ □ □ □
Staff develop .Q □ □ □
Workshops □ □ □ □
Seminars □ □ □ □
Conferences Q □ □ □
Other □ □ □ □
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8 ) How long do outside training programs last at your institution? (Please tick all applicable ans.) 
1 - 6 day(s) 1 - 4 week(s) 1 - 3 month(s) 1 - 2 year(s)
COTE □ □ □ □
DOTE □ □ □ □
INSET □ □ □ □
DTEELA □ □ □ □
CEELT □ □ □ □
Staff develop.Q □ □ □
Workshops Q □ □ □
Seminars CD □ □ □
Conferences CD □ □ □
Summer sch. CD □ □ □
Other CD □ □ □
9 ) Where are pre-service and in-service training programs held? (Please tick all applicable 
answers.)
on campus off-campus abroad
Pre-service □ □ □
COTE □ □ □
DOTE □ □ □
INSET □ □ □
DTEFLA □ □ □
CEELT □ □ □
Staff develop. □ □ □
Workshops □ □ □
Seminars □ □ □
Conferences □ □ □
Summer schools □ □ □
Other □ □ □
10) W ho teaches in pre-service and in-service training programs made avaiiabie to you by your 
institution? Please tick the number(s) of each category of teacher/Iecturer according to the courses 
made available to you. Please tick all applicable answers.
-1- administrators at our institution
-2- experienced teachers from our institution
-3- all volunteer teachers from our institution 
-4- teacher-trainers from inside the institution 
-5- teacher-trainers from outside the institution 
-6- guest speakers or lecturers
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-1- -2- -3- -4- -5- -6-
Pre-service □ □ □ □ □ □
Staff development □ □ □ □ □ □
Workshops □ □ □ □ □ □
Seminars □ □ □ □ □ □
Conferences □ □ □ □ □ □
Other, please specify
In-service
COTE □ □ □ □ □ □
DOTE □ □ □ □ □ □
INSET □ □ □ □ □ □
DTEELA □ □ □ □ □ □
CEELT □ □ □ □ □ □
Staff development □ □ □ □ □ □
Workshops □ □ □ □ □ □
Seminars □ □ □ □ □ □
Conferences □ □ □ □ □ □
Other, please specify
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11 ) who decides on who should attend pre-service (P-S) and in-service (1-S) training programs? 
(Please tick all applicable answers.)
P-S l-S
a. □ □
b. □ □
c. □ □
d. □ □
The teachers themselves 
Administrators
Teachers apply and administrators choose among them 
Other, please specify___________________________________
12 ) Could you please state the content of pre-service (P-S) and in-service O-S) training programs? 
(Please tick all applicable answers.)
PzS izS
a. □ □ introduction of new books (reference, text, course)
b. □ □ new teaching techniques
c. □ □ review of old teaching techniques
d. □ □ collaborative work/group work, (teachers)
e. □ □ peer observation
f. □ □ ESP (English for Specific Purposes)
g- □ □ EAP (English for Academic Purposes)
h. □ □ Testing
i. □ □ Curriculum and Syllabus Design
j· □ □ introduction of a new syllabus based on students' needs
k. □ □ classroom planning and management
1. □ □ Other, please specify
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13 a) Are these training programs evaluated? 
Yes No Sometimes
□□ □
b) If yes, how are these programs evaluated?
a O  through questionnaires given out to participants
b. Q  through interviews with participants
c. Q  through feedback from teacher trainers
d. Q  through informal written/spoken feedback from teachers
e O  Other, please specify___________________________________
Don't know 
□
c) Is the content of the training programs changed according to feedback gathered from the 
evaluation of the programs?
Yes No Sometimes Don't know
□ □ □ □
14 ) How many teachers in the following groups do you think are likely to participate in pre­
service training programs? Could you please estimate the approximate percentage?
Teaching Experience 0-10% 11 -25% 26-50% 51-80 81 -100%
Less than 2 year(s) □ □ □ □ □
2-4  years □ □ □ □ □
5 - 8  years □ □ □ □ □
9-15 years □ □ □ □ □
over 15 years □ □ □ □ □
low  many teachers in the following groups do you think are likely to participate 
3 training programs? Could you please estimate the approximate percentage?
in jm
Teaching Experience 0-10% 11-25% 26-50% 51-80 81-100%
Less than 2 year(s) □ □ □ □ □
2 -4  years □ □ □ □ □
5 - 8  years □ □ □ □ □
9-15 years □ , □ □ □ □
over 15 years □ □ □ □ □
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16 ) Are you satisfied with the number of teachers participating in the pre-service training 
programs at your institution?
Yes No Somewhat Don't know Am not interested
□ □ □ □ □
17 ) Are you satisfied with the number of teachers participating in your in-service training 
programs at your institution?
Yes No Somewhat Don't know Am not interested
□ □ □ □ □
18 a) W hy do / would you (YOU) attend pre-service (P-S) and in-service (l-S) training programs? 
(Please tick ail applicable answers.
b) W hy do you believe teachers in general (TIG) attend pre-service (P-S) and in-service (i-S) 
training programs? (Please tick all applicable answers.)
YO U TIG
EiS hs. £iS hS
a. □ □ □ □
b. □ □ □ □
c. □ □ □ □
d. □ □ □ □
e. □ □ □ □
f. □ □ □ □
g· □ □ □ □
h. □ □ □ □
i. □ □ □ □
j- □ □ □ □
Participation is compulsory.
Teachers see such programs as part of their development.
To increase professional salary.
To increase professional status.
For the excitement of something new.
For social interaction with fellow teachers such programs 
bring.
To acquire new knowledge in their fields, ^theory
To learn new teaching techniques, ^practice
To increase student success through new teaching styles 
learnt.
Other, please specify________________________________
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19 a) Are you satisfied with the pre-service and in-service training programs vou are offered at
your institution?
Yes No
Pre-service □ □
COTE □ □
DOTE □ □
INSET □ □
DTEELA □ □
CEELT □ □
Staff development □ □
Workshops □ □
Seminars □ □
Conferences □ □
Summer schools □ □
Other □ □
Please specify
b) If you are not content with pre-service (P-S) or in-service (l-S) programs, or are satisfied but 
still feel there is a problem, why do you feel this issue constitutes a problem to teachers and to the 
administration? (Please tick all applicable answers.)
There is lack of time for the implementation of such programs. 
Teachers do not have enough time to participate in these courses. 
The previous courses did not prove to be beneficial / useful.
There is apathy on the teachers' part.
Some teachers believe experience is more important than training. 
M y institution does not have teacher trainers.
Quality of training programs is inadequate.
Quantity of training programs is inadequate.
Other, please specify ___________________________________________
P-S i-S
a. □ □
b. □ □
c. □ □
d. □ □
e. □ □
f. □ □
g· □ □
h. □ □
i. □ □
20 ) W hy do you think teachers might be reluctant to participate in teacher training programs 
(TTPs)? (Please tick all applicable answers.)
Teachers feel what they know is sufficient.
They prefer other forms of self-development.
They find the content given too theoretical.
They find the teacher trainers pedagogically not too qualified.
They think TTPs are spread out over an extended period.
The time TTPs are held are inconvenient for the teachers, they don't 
want to stay after class or come at the weekends.
TTPs tend to be repetitive, and there is no novelty in content from one TTP to 
another.
They feel the content dealt with at TTPs does not meet their expectations or needs, 
and thus needs to be altered.
Attending TTPs does not bring an increase in professional salary.
Attending TTPs does not increase professional status.
Teachers are not open to novelties and training.
Teachers have a negative attitude towards training.
Some teachers believe that teachers make themselves in the classroom, thus 
development is a matter of experience.
Other, please specify__________________________________________________
21 ) W hat forms of professional self-development do you advocate (A) and carry out (CO)?
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Following current literature
Subscribing to ELT journals and magazines
Joining professional organizations (lATEFL, TESOL)
Carrying out action research
Attending conferences, seminars, workshops
Holding regular meetings with colleagues to discuss problems
None
a. □
b. □
c. □
d. □
e. □
f. □
g- □
h. □
i. □
j- □
k. □
I. □
m. □
n. □
A CO
a. □ □
b. □ □
c. □ □
d. □ □
e. □ □
f. □ □
g- □ □
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EVALUATIO N  OF TEACHER TRA IN IN G  PROGRAM S  
- TEACHERS -
Directions : Please circle the response that best reflects how you feel about the pre-service (P-S) 
and in-service (l-S) teacher training programs (TTPs) at your institution, and towards teacher 
training programs in general (GEN).
Please rate from 1 to 4.
1 - strongly disagree
2 - disagree
3 - agree
4 - strongly agree
1. TTPs are repetitive; there is nothing new in them.
M
12 3 4
IzS
12 3 4
GEN
1 2 3 4
2.1 learn a lot from TTPs in terms of professional enrichment.) 2 3 4 12 3 4 12 3 4
3. Content in TTPs is too theoretical and impractical. 1 2 3 4 12 3 4 12 3 4
4.1 catch up with new techniques and methodology. 12 3 4 12 3 4 12 3 4
5. Teacher trainers may not be competent in their fields. 12 3 4 12 3 4 12 3 4
6. TTPs consume a lot of time. 12 34 12 3 4 12 3 4
7. Sharing knowledge and experiences in TTPs helps one 
develop a great deal professionally as a teacher.
12 3 4 12 3 4 12 3 4
8.1 find TTPs inaccessible as my institution does not offer 
any.
12 3 4 12 3 4 12 3 4
9. TTPs can be very enlightening. 12 3 4 12 3 4 12 3 4
10. TTPs are costly to attend 1 2 3 4 12 3 4 12 3 4
11. TTPs take too long. 12 3 4 12 3 4 12 3 4
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Please rate from 1 to 4.
1 - strongly disagree
2 - disagree
3 - agree
4 - strongly agree
12.1 cannot apply what 1 have learnt to teaching situations 
as it is irrelevant to my teaching situation.
M
12 3 4
NS
12 3 4
GEN
12 3 4
13. Teachers who consider themselves experienced should 
also attend TTPs from time to time
12 3 4 12 3 4 12 3 4
14. Teachers can brush up their teaching techniques 
through TTPs.
1 2 3 4 12 3 4 12 3 4
15. 1 prefer not to attend TTPs because 1 feel what 1 know 
is sufficient.
1 2 3 4 12 3 4 12 3 4
16. TTPs shed light on peer/group/collaborative work, and 
one benefits from such exposure to new ideas.
1 2 3 4 12 3 4 12 3 4
17. The hours TTPs take place during the day are very 
unsuitable.
12 3 4 12 3 4 12 3 4
18. 1 feel 1 can do and learn more without attending TTPs. 12 3 4 12 3 4 12 3 4
19. All teachers should attend TTPs from time to time to 
keep up-to-date.
1 2 3 4 12 3 4 12 3 4
20. 1 feel TTPs have changed my teaching style positively. 12 3 4 12 3 4 12 3 4
21. 1 feel my students have benefited from my new teaching 
style and changed attitude TTPs have provided me with
22. 1 do not enjoy taking part in peer/group/coilaborative 
work that TTPs advocate.
12 3 4 
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4  
12 34
12 3 4 
12 34
23. I do not attend TTPs because other people are not 12 3 4 12 3 4 12 34
interested in them either.
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Please rate from 1 to 4.
1 - strongly disagree
2 - disagree
3 - agree
4 - strongly agree
24. 1 (would) attend TTPs for the certificate it has to offer.
M
12 3 4
IrS
12  3 4
GEN
1 2 3 4
25. If TTPs programs were upgraded context wise, 1 would 
attend them.
12 3 4 12 3 4 12 3 4
26.1 feel 1 can catch up with new techniques on my own 
without attending TTPs.
12 3 4 12 3 4 12 3 4
27. Content of TTPs needs to be altered so it can be 
implemented into my teaching situation.
12 3 4 1 2 3 4 12 34
28. Attending TTPs should be made compulsory. 12 3 4 12 3 4 12 3 4
29. 1 would like to attend pre-service programs in the futu re. 1 2 3 4 12 34 12 3 4
30. 1 would like to attend in-service programs in the future. 12 3 4 12  3 4 12 34
If there are any other points you would like to comment on with regards to the issue of 
teacher training programs, either specifically the ones at your institution or teacher training 
programs in general, please feel free to do so ._________________________________________________
1 would like to say that I appreciate the time and effort you have spent in answering the 
questions. I believe it w ill provide invaluable data for the current situation of teacher training 
programs all around Turkey.
Merih TEVS 
Boğaziçi University
Appendix C
Questionnaire for Administrators / Teacher Trainers 
Q UEST IO NNAIRE RE PRE-SERVICE and IN-SERVICE ELT 
TRA IN IN G  PROGRAMS
Dear Sir / Madam,
This is a questionnaire that aims at collecting data regarding pre-service and in-service 
training programs at your institution, together with 25 other universities that have English 
Preparatory Schools. In this questionnaire, what is meant by pre-service training is the initial, 
introductory training teachers go through when they first start teaching at an institution. In-service 
training, on the other hand, refers to all sorts of training teachers may be provided with while they 
are actively teaching. These courses could be in-house courses provided by school staff, or 
outside courses offered by an outside institution i.e., British Council, RSA. Kindly answer the 
questions below by ticking the answers that best reflect your and your institution's circumstances.
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Biographical Information :
Institution: __________________________________
Graduated from : University - __________________________________
: Department - __________________________________
Recent qualification h e ld : Ph.D MA/MS
□  □
Teaching experience ; Less than 2 years 2-4  years 5-8  years
□  □  □
Please check your current position.
ADM INISTRATOR Q  TEACHER TRAINER Q
BA/BS
□
15 years
□
over 15 years
□
1 ) How many teachers work at the Preparatory School of your institution?
Less than 20 20-30 31-50 51-100 Over 100 Over 200
□ □ □ □ □ □
2 a) Does your institution offer regular in-house teacher training programs (pre-service and/or in- 
service) to its EEL teachers?
Yes No
□  □
b) If yes, which kinds of program(s) does it offer?
Pre-service In-service
□ □
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c) W hich specific training program(s) are offered?
COTE(RSA) DOTE(RSA) INSET DTEFLA CEELT
□ □ □ □ □
Staff development Workshops Seminars Conferences Summer schools
□ □ □ □ □
Q  Other, please specify
a) Are outside training courses offered to teachers at your institution?
Yes No
□ □
b) If yes, which one(s);are offered?
COTE DOTE INSET DTEFLA CEELT
□ □ □ □ □
Staff development Workshops Seminars Conferences Summer schools
□ □ □ □ □
□  Other, please specify
4 ) Is there a Teacher Training Unit at your institution? 
Yes No
□ □
5 a) Do you think there is a need to offer training courses at your institution?
Yes No
□  □
b) If yes, why do you think this is so? Please tick all applicable answers from below as reasons.
a. □ High number of newly-graduated teachers
b. □ Request from teachers
c. □ Policy of the institution
d. □ Necessity to upgrade students' success
e. □ Other, please specify
6 ) Please tick the training program(s) you have attended so far.
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In-house : 
Outside:
COTE DOTE INSET DTEFLA CEELT None
□ □ □ □ □ □
□ □ □ □ □ □
Staff development Workshops Seminars Conferences Summer schools
Pre-service: O □ □ □ □
In-service: d □ □ □ □
In-house: □ □ □ □
O utside: □ □ □ □
□  Other, please specify.
7 a) Are training programs (both in-house and outside programs) compulsory for teachers at your 
institution?
Yes No Some
□  □  □
b) If yes, which ones are compulsory?
Pre-service COTE DOTE
□ □ □
Staff development Workshops Seminars
□ □ □
Q  Other, please specify_______________
INSET
□
DTEFLA CEELT
□  □  
Conferences Summer schools
□  □
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8 ) How long do in-house training programs last at your institution? (Please tick all applicable 
answers.)
1 - 6 day(s) 1 - 4 week(s) 1 - 3 month(s) 1 - 2 year(s)
COTE □ □ □ □
DOTE □ □ □ □
INSET □ □ □ □
DTEFLA □ □ □ □
CEELT □ □ □ □
Staff develop .Q □ □ □
Workshops □ □ □
Seminars Q □ □ □
Conferences L } □ □ □
Other Q □ □ □
9 ) How long do outside training programs last at your institution?' (Please tick all
1 - 6 day(s) 1-4 week(s) 1 - 3 month(s) 1 - 2 year(s)
COTE □ □ □ □
DOTE □ □ □ □
INSET □ □ □ □
DTEFLA □ □ □ □
CEELT □ □ □ □
Staff develop .Q □ □ □
Workshops Q □ □ □
Seminars Q □ □ □
Conferences Q □ □ □
Summer sch. Q □ □ □
Other □ □ □
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10 ) W here are pre-service and in-service training programs held? (Please tick all applicable
answers.) on campus off-campus abroad
Pre-service □ □ □
COTE □ □ □
DOTE □ □ □
INSET □ □ □
DTEFLA □ □ □
CEELT □ □ □
Staff develop. □ □ □
Workshops □ □ □
Seminars □ □ □
Conferences □ □ □
Summer schools □ □ □
Other □ □ □
11 ) W ho teaches in pre-service and in-service training programs made available by your 
institution? Please tick the number(s) of each category of teacher/lecturer according to the courses 
made available to your teachers. (Please tick ail applicable answers.)
- 1 - administrators at our institution 
-2- experienced / senior teachers from our institution 
-3- all volunteer teachers from our institution 
-4- teacher-trainers from inside the institution 
-5- teacher-trainers from outside the institution 
-6- guest speakers or lecturers
-1- -2- -3- -4- -5- -6-
Pre-service □ □ □ □ □ □
Staff development □ □ □ □ □ □
Workshops □ □ □ □ □ □
Seminars □ □ □ □ □ □
Conferences □ □ □ □ □ □
Other, please specify
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-1 - administrators at our institution 
-2- experienced teachers from our institution 
-3- all volunteer teachers from our institution 
-4- teacher-trainers from inside the institution 
-5- teacher-trainers from outside the institution 
-6- guest speakers or lecturers
In-service -1- -2- -3- -4- -5- -6
COTE □ □ □ □ □ □
DOTE □ □ □ □ □ □
INSET □ □ □ □ □ □
DTEFLA □ □ □ □ □ □
CEELT □ □ □ □ □ □
Staff development □ □ □ □ □ □
Workshops □ □ □ □ □ □
Seminars □ □ □ □ □ □
Conferences □ □ □ □ □ □
Other, please specify
12 ) W ho decides on who should attend pre-service (P-S) and in-service (l-S) training programs? 
(Please tick all applicable answers.)
P-S l-S
a. □ □
b. □ □
c. □ □
d. □ □
The teachers themselves 
Administrators
Teachers apply and administrators choose among them 
Other, please specify___________________________________
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13 ) Could you please state the content of pre-service (P-S) and in-service (i-S) training programs? 
(Please tick ail applicable answers.)
M \=s
a. □ □ introduction of new books (reference, text, course)
b. □ □ new teaching techniques
c. □ □ review of old teaching techniques
d. □ □ collaborative work/group work, (teachers)
e. □ □ peer observation
f. □ □ ESP (English for Specific Purposes)
g· □ □ EAP (English for Academic Purposes)
h. □ □ Testing
i. □ □ Curriculum and Syllabus Design
j- □ □ introduction of a new syllabus based on students' needs
k. □ □ classroom planning and management
1. □ □ Other, please specify
14 a) Are these training programs evaluated? 
Yes No
□ □
Sometimes
□
b) If yes, how are these programs evaluated?
a. Q  through questionnaires given out to participants
b. a  through interviews with participants 
C .Q  through feedback from teacher trainers
d. Q  through informal written/spoken feedback from teachers
e. Q  Other, please specify_______________________________ __
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c) Is the content of the training programs changed according to feedback gathered from the 
evaluation of the programs?
Yes No Sometimes
□  □  □
15 ) W hat is the approximate percentage of attendance of the following groups of teachers 
regarding their participation in pre-service training programs? Could you please estimate the 
percentage?
Teaching Experience 0-10% 11-25% 26-50% 51-80 81-100%
Less than 2 year(s) □ □ □ □ □
2-4  years □ □ □ □ □
5 - 8  years □ □ □ □ □
9-15 years □ □ □ □ □
over 15 years □ □ □ □ □
/hat is the approximate percentage of attendance of the following groups of teachers
ling their participation in 
itage?
in-service training programs? Could you please estimate the
Teaching Experience 0-10% 11-25% 26-50% 51-80 81-100%
Less than 2 year(s) □ □ □ □ □
2-4  years □ □ □ □ □
5 - 8  years □ □ □ □ □
9-15 years □ □ □ □ □
over 15 years □ □ □ □ □
17) Are you satisfied with the number of teachers participating in the pre-service training 
programs at your institution?
Yes No Somewhat
□  □  □
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18 ) Are you satisfied with the number of teachers participating in your in-service training 
programs at your institution?
Yes No Somewhat
□  □  □
19) W hy do / would teachers at your institution attend pre-service (P-S) and in-service (l-S) 
training programs? (Please tick all applicable answers.)
PiS bS.
a. □ □ Participation is compulsory.
b. □ □ Teachers see such programs as part of their development.
c. □ □ To increase professional salary.
d. □ □ To increase professional status.
e. □ □ For the excitement of something new.
f. □ □ For social interaction with fellow teachers such programs bring.
g· □ □ To acquire new knowledge in their fields, ^theory
h- □ □ To learn new teaching techniques, ^practice
i. □ □ To increase student success through new teaching styles learnt.
j· □ □ Other, please specifv
137
20 a) Are you content with the pre-service and in-service training programs you offer to the 
teachers at your institution?
Yes No
Pre-service □ □
COTE □ □
DOTE □ □
INSET □ □
DTEFLA □ □
CEELT □ □
Staff development □ □
Workshops □ □
Seminars □ □
Conferences □ □
Summer schools □ □
Other □ □
Please specify____________________________________________________________
b) If you are not content with pre-service (P-S) or in-service (1-S) programs, or are satisfied but 
still feel there is a problem, why do you feel this issue constitutes a problem to teachers or to the 
administration? (Please tick all applicable answers.)
P-S l-S
a. □ □ There is lack of time for the implementation of such programs.
b. □ □ Teachers do not have enough time to participate in these courses.
c. □ □ The previous courses did not prove to be beneficial / useful.
d- □ □ There is apathy on the teachers' part.
e. □ □ Some teachers believe experience is more important than training.
f. □ □ M y institution does not have teacher trainers.
g- □ □ Quality of training programs is inadequate.
h. □ □ Quantity of training programs is inadequate.
i. □ □ Other, please specify
21 ) W hy do you think teachers might be reluctant to participate in teacher training programs 
(TTPs)? (Please tick all applicable answers.)
Teachers feel what they know is sufficient.
They prefer other forms of self-development.
They find the content given too theoretical.
They find the teacher trainers pedagogically not too qualified.
They think TTPs are spread out over an extended period.
The time TTPs are held are inconvenient for the teachers, they don't 
want to stay after class or come at the weekends.
TTPs tend to be repetitive, and there is no novelty in content from one TTP to 
another.
They feel the content dealt with at TTPs does not meet their expectations or needs, 
and thus needs to be altered.
Attending TTPs does not bring an increase in professional salary.
Attending TTPs does not increase professional status.
Teachers are not open to novelties and training.
Teachers have a negative attitude towards training.
Some teachers believe that teachers make themselves in the classroom, thus 
development is a matter of experience.
Other, please specify__________________________________________________
22 ) W hat forms of professional self-development do you believe teachers at your institution 
advocate (A) and carry out (CO)?
138
Following current literature
Subscribing to ELT journals and magazines
joining professional organizations (lATEFL, TESOL)
Carrying out action research
Attending conferences, seminars, workshops
Holding regular meetings with colleagues to discuss problems
None
a. □
b. □
c. □
d. □
e. □
f. □
g- □
h. □
i. □
j· □
k. □
1. □
m. □
n. □
A CO
a. □ □
b. □ □
c. □ □
d. □ □
e. □ □
f. □ □
g- □ □
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if there are any other points you would like to comment on with regards to the issue of 
teacher training programs, either specifically the ones at your institution or teacher training 
programs in general, please do so.
I would like to say that I appreciate the time and effort you have spent in answering the 
questions. I believe it will provide invaluable data for the current situation of teacher training 
programs all around Turkey.
Merih TEVS 
Boğaziçi University
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Appendix D
Responses of Individual Universities 
to the Questionnaires
This section has been prepared with the intention of 
giving the reader an idea about how people, namely the 
administrators, teacher trainers (if any) and teachers at 
specific institutions regard Teacher Training Programs. 
Such information has been arrived at from data obtained 
from the questionnaires, and the last page on the 
questionnaire, where respondents were left free to state 
any other point they thought was relevant to the issue. 
Information regarding each university can be found below.
Anadolu University:
(2 Administrators, 0 Teacher Trainers, 9 Teachers)
At Anadolu university, there are two separate ELT 
departments responsible fom the training of different 
sections of the university. One group works at the 
department of Communication and Education, whereas the 
second group train the students of Aviation.
This being the case, both, parties' administrators' 
views were gotten regarding the issue of teacher training.
Teachers responsible fr.om students in the departments 
of Communication and Education are strongly encouraged to 
get MAS in the field of ELT. Such teachers' teaching 
conditions are lightened so as to enable them to get their
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MAs as quickly and successfully as possible in a year.
Each year two teachers are sent to the MA TEFL program at 
Bilkent University. Almost of all the nine teachers who 
responded to the survey had MAs as did one of the 
administrators, the other had a Ph.D.
The administrators stated that they overcame the 
issue of teacher training not through in-house teaching 
programs, but through MA programs. For this reason, the 
two administrators claimed that there was no need for a 
training programs, however, six of the nine teacher 
respondents said there was, reasons being request from 
teachers, and necessity to upgrade students' success.
All three parties from different departments 
confirmed that there were outside workshops and seminars 
available to them on campus, where experienced teachers 
from the institution took part, and where teacher trainers 
from outside the institution and guest speakers or 
lecturers attended. The teachers themselves decided on 
what to attend.
The administrator for the Aviation department said 
that workshops in the form of in-service programs 
consisted of English for Specific and Academic Purposes 
(ESP and EAP), and the introduction of a new syllabus 
based on students' needs.
The administrator in charge of the departments of 
Communication and Education said that in their in-service 
workshops, the content was new teaching techniques, review 
of old teaching techniques, collaborative and group work.
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testing, curriculum and syllabus design, classroom 
planning and management, theory and finally introduction 
of a new syllabus based on students' needs. She stated 
that their training programs were evaluated through 
informal written and spoken feedback from teachers, and 
content sometimes changed accordingly.
Both teachers and administrators said they thought 
teachers attended training programs for the excitement of 
something new, to acquire new knowledge in their fields, 
meaning theory, to learn new teaching techniques, meaning 
practice and to increase student success through new 
teaching techniques learnt.
The general attitude was that both teachers and 
administrators were satisfied with the workshops and 
seminars, but that there could be more provided that the 
problem of lack of implementation of such courses and 
teachers' not having enough time to participate in these 
courses could be overcome. The reasons teachers gave as to 
why teachers might be reluctant to participate in teacher 
training programs was that the content given was too 
theoretical and that it did not meet their expectations or 
needs, and thus needed to be altered. Everyone stated that 
they advocated following current literature, subscribing 
to ELT journals and magazines, joining professional 
organizations and attending conferences, seminars and 
workshops and carrying out action research. Of these forms 
of self-development, teachers said they were actually able 
carry out the first, and the last two. Teachers also
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stated that they thought content in TTPs was too 
theoretical and impractical and that TTPs were costly to 
attend. The disagreed that they could do and learn more 
without attending TTPs. They also stated that if they did 
not attend TTPs, it was not because they felt what they 
knew was sufficient.
Teachers were against TTPs' being made compulsory, 
yet stated that even experienced teachers should attend 
TTPs from time to time. As a last word, there was 
discrepancy regarding whether they would like to attend 
in-service programs in the future,^ the answers ranging 
from strongly disagree to strongly agree.
Ankara University:
(1 Administrator,. 0 Teacher Trainers, 4 Teachers)
The Preparatory school program at Ankara university 
is run by TOMER, which is a language school. Today, the 
following three groups of departments have different parts 
of TOMER responsible for the education of their students. 
1) Communication 2) Political Science 3) the following 
five departments, namely Agriculture, Science, Physical 
Education, Veterinarian and Law. It has been stated that 
next year the training in English will be united, and run 
under one part of TOMER.
The TOMER system in Ankara is only being implemented. 
When the administrator of the third group mentioned above 
was talked to, he stated that they sent teachers to the
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department of Political Science, but that they did not 
have anything to do with the syllabus the teachers 
followed. Until present, they had not been able to 
construct training programs for their teachers, apart from 
have one teacher once a week make a presentation to his 
colleagues on any topic related to the field of ELT. 
However, all teachers were encouraged to have MA degrees 
in the ELT department of the university. They also had 
made contacts with the British Council, where they had 
asked for a Teacher Training Program suitable to their 
institution. They also had workshops with publishers, 
where new books were introduced and teachers were actually 
shown how to best exploit the book.
The group from whom the questionnaires have been 
collected is the one responsible for the students at the 
department of Political Science. This administrator also 
stated that they did not have regular in-house training 
programs available to their teachers other than workshops. 
However, he stated that DTEFLA was offered to teachers 
besides a Summer Institute by USIS. The administrator also 
thought there was a need to have a Teacher Training Unit 
because of a high number of newly-graduated teachers, and 
as a necessity to upgrade students' success.
It was stated that the content of workshops that were 
held on the campus consisted of presentation of new 
teaching techniques, collaborative and group work, testing 
and curriculiam and syllabus design.
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Both the administrator and the three teachers said 
that the more experience a teacher had, the less he was 
likely to attend teacher training programs. While the 
administrator said he was. content with the number of 
teachers attending in-service programs, the teachers 
stated they weren't.
As an answer to the question why teachers attended 
training programs, the administrator said it was because 
they were compulsory. The teachers on top of that answer, 
said it was for the excitement of something new, for 
social interaction with fellow teachers such programs 
bring, to learn new teaching techniques and to increase 
student success through new teaching styles learnt.
The teachers stated they were not content with the 
workshops, seminars, conferences and summer schools at 
hand and training programs were said to constitute a 
problem mainly because the institution did not have 
teacher trainers. Teachers also stated displeasure 
regarding training programs because they were sometimes 
too theoretical, sometimes repetitive and also because the 
times they were held tended to be rather inconvenient- 
As for self-development, the teachers said they 
subscribed to ELT journals and magazines, carried out 
action research and attended seminars, conferences and 
workshops.
In general, teachers said they learnt from TTPs in 
terms of professional enrichment, caught up with new 
techniques and methodology and that they shed light on
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peer/group/collaborative work. They claimed that the TTPs 
they had attended so far had changed their teaching styles 
positively and that their students had also benefited from 
the new teaching style and changed attitude TTPs had 
provided them with.
Ataturk University:
(0 Administrators, 0 Teacher Trainers, 4 Teachers)
As only the responses of four teachers were obtained, 
only their view regarding the issue of teacher training 
will be presented in this section.
While the four teachers agreed on the fact that there 
were no outside courses offered to them, there was 
controversy over whether there was a teacher training 
unit, and in-house teacher training or not. Unanimously it 
was agreed that there was a need to offer teacher training 
courses as there was such a request from teachers, and 
also to because it was thought it would result in 
upgrading students' success.
As a response to question 15 regarding attending in- 
service training programs and experience of participants, 
the four teachers stated that they believed the more 
experienced a teacher was, the less likely it was that he 
would participate in a training course.
As to reasons why Ataturk University staff would 
attend both pre-service and in-service training programs 
were for the excitement of something new; to acquire new 
knowledge in their fields, meaning theory; to learn new
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teaching techniques, referring to practice and to increase 
student success through the new teaching styles learnt.
The forms of self-development that were unanimously 
advocated were following current literature, joining 
professional organizations, carrying out action research 
and attending conferences, seminars and workshops, the 
last one of which was the only one that was actually said 
to be carried out. Responses also revealed that at this 
institution sharing knowledge at TTPs and collaborative 
work was favoured. Although the staff had a positive 
attitude towards TTPs, and said that they could be 
enlightening, they also claimed that content in TTPs j-s 
sometimes too theoretical and impractical and that content 
needed to be altered so as to suit their teaching 
situations.
The staff stated that their institution did not 
offer any TTPs, but that they would like to attend, 
especially in-service programs in the future.
Başkent University:
(2 Administrators, 1 Teacher Trainers, 5 Teachers)
The niomber of staff at Preparatory school of the 
newly-founded Başkent university is 20-30. The three 
groups consulted confirmed that there was a separate 
Teacher Training Unit at their institution which provided 
teachers with in-house, pre-service and in-service
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training programs, together with staff development 
sessions, workshops and seminars.
The necessity to offer training courses probably 
arose as a policy of the institution, as a request from 
the high number of newly-graduated teachers, with the 
intention of upgrading students' success.
Most of the programs were said to be compulsory, 
namely pre-service, workshops and seminars. It was also 
stated that there is an "Advanced Methodology" course 
offered to teachers. The teachers at the courses mainly 
comprise teacher trainers from within the institution, 
along with all volunteer teachers. It was also stated that 
teachers and administrators decide on who should attend 
the training programs.
All the parties stated that the content of training 
programs were changed after they had been evaluated 
through questionnaires given out to participants, feedback 
from teacher trainers and through informal written and 
spoken feedback from teachers.
All three parties, regarding the content of both pre­
service and in-service training programs mentioned 
introduction of new books, new teaching techniques, 
collaborative/group work, ESP and EAP, Testing, Curriculum 
and Syllabus design, introduction of a new syllabus based 
on students' needs and classroom planning and management.
One other point the three groups seemed to think 
alike was the fact that less teachers attend training 
programs as they have more experience. The two
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administrators and the teacher trainer said they were 
satisfied with the number of teachers attending both pre­
service and in-service training programs, whereas the 
teachers, while content with that of pre-service, had 
doubts about the number of participants in in-service 
training programs.
The reasons given as why teachers attended training 
programs were because participation was compulsory, 
because teachers saw such programs as part of their 
development, for the excitement of something new, to 
acguire theory and practice in their fields and to 
increase student success through new teaching styles 
learnt. However, it was also said that there was sometimes 
apathy on part of the teachers while attending such 
programs and that some teachers believed experience was 
more important than training. The teachers and the teacher 
trainer seemed to agree on the fact that sometimes 
teachers might be unwilling to participate in training 
programs because they find the content given too 
theoretical, sometimes repetitive, that teachers are not 
open to novelties and training and that they have a 
negative attitude towards training, and that some teachers 
believe that teachers make themselves in the classroom, 
thus development is a matter of experience.
There was also consensus regarding the inconvenience 
of hours and duration of training programs.
While teachers advocated following current 
literature, they were only able to actually carry out the
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following forms of self-development which they also 
naturally advocated : subscribing to ELT journals and 
magazines, attending conferences, seminars and workshops 
and holding regular meetings with colleagues to discuss 
problems.
The general opinion of all teachers was that all 
teachers should attend teacher training programs from time 
to time, be they experienced or not, that teachers can 
brush up their teaching techniques through TTPs, and that 
they would like to attend in-service training programs in 
the future.
Bilkent University:
(1 Administratorf 2 Teacher Trainers, 7 Teachers)
Originally the researcher wrote a letter to the 
Bilkent university administration asking if she could have 
30 teachers respond to her questionnaire, as that number 
constituted of 10% of the teaching staff at the Bilkent 
Preparatory school. She was proclaimed she could only be 
allocated 16 teachers, however, eventually, only 7 of them 
actually responded to the questionnaire. That is the 
reason Bilkent university has not been represented by 10% 
of its teacher population.
The administrator and two teacher trainers that 
responded to the questionnaire held MAs, while the 
teachers all had BAs. All three groups stated that there 
was a Teacher training unit in their institution which
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gave both pre-service and in-service programs to the 
teachers. The training programs offered were COTE, DOTE, 
INSET, DTEFLA and CEELT. Along these special training 
courses, there were staff development programs, workshops, 
seminars, conferences and summer schools, the last of 
which was held abroad for 1-3 months.
The teacher trainers said there was a need to offer 
training programs because of the high number of newly- 
graduated teachers, due to a request from teachers, 
because it was the policy of the institution, out of 
institutional needs as perceived by the administration, as 
a necessity to upgrade knowledge and expertise of 
experienced teachers and for professional growth and high 
quality of tuition. The teachers confirmed all this by 
answering in the same way.
The administrator and a teacher trainer held DTEFLA 
degrees, while almost all of the teachers had COTEs. This 
seemed to have resulted from the fact that attending pre­
service, COTE and workshops was compulsory. In terms of 
duration, COTE and DOTE took the longest with 1-2 years, 
followed by CEELT that took 1-3 months, and then workshops 
and seminars with 1-6 days. All of the above mentioned 
programs were held on campus, with additional workshops, 
seminars and conferences also held off-campus.
At workshops and seminars, while both teacher 
trainers from the institution, together with volunteer and 
experienced teachers from the institution could lecture, 
the more formal courses mentioned above were given by only
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the teacher trainers from inside the institution. Who 
should attend pre-service was a decision taken by 
administrators, at other programs teachers had a say, and 
yet at others like the summer schools held abroad, 
teachers applied and administrators chose from among them. 
The pre-service program's content was said to be an 
introduction of new books, EAP and testing. It was said 
that the in-service program also offers the above 
mentioned aspects together with introduction of new 
teaching techniques, review of old teaching techniques, 
collaborative/group work, peer observation, ESP, 
curriculum and syllabus design and classroom planning and 
management.
All three parties stated that training programs were 
evaluated through questionnaires given out to participants 
and that content was changed accordingly. Teachers 
expressed the fact that they did not know of the last 
aspect mentioned above.
Unanimously, it was said that the rate of attendance 
of teachers declined as they became more experienced.
While the administrator and the teacher trainers said they 
were content with the rate of attendance at pre-service 
and in-service training programs, the teachers quoted they 
were somewhat satisfied or not interested.
The reasons given as to why teachers attended 
training programs were listed as follows: participation is 
compulsory, teachers see- such programs as part of their 
development, to increase professional status, for the
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excitement of something new, for social interaction with 
fellow programs such programs bring, to acquire new 
knowledge in their fields, meaning theory, to learn new 
teaching techniques, meaning practice, and finally to 
increase student success through the new teaching styles 
learnt. The last two reasons were most popular among the 
teachers.
While commenting on whether they were content with 
the pre-service and in-service training programs offered 
to teachers, the administrators and teacher trainers said 
they were with COTE, DOTE, INSET, DTEFLA, CEELT and the 
summer schools, however, not with the pre-service, the 
workshops, seminars and conferences. The reasons given as 
to why there seemed to be discontent regarding pre-serviqe 
programs was the fact that there was lack of time for the 
implementation of such programs, teachers did not have 
enough time to participate in such courses, there was 
apathy on part of the teachers, and that the quantity of 
training programs was inadequate.
among reasons given by teacher trainers as to why 
teachers might be reluctant to participate in teacher 
training programs was the fact that teachers feel what 
they know is sufficient, they prefer other forms of self­
development, they find the content given in TTPs too 
theoretical, they think the TTPs are spread out over an 
extended period, the time TTPs are held are inconvenient, 
as they don't want to stay after class or come at the 
weekends, TTPs sometimes tend to be repetitive, they feel
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the content dealt with at TTPs does not meet their 
expectations or needs, attending TTPs does not bring an 
increase in professional salary or professional status, 
teachers are sometimes not open to novelties and training, 
similarly sometimes they have a negative attitude towards 
training and finally because some teachers believe that 
teachers make themselves in the classroom thus development 
is a matter of experience.
As regarding forms of professional self-development, 
while both the administrator and the teacher trainers 
claimed that teachers both advocated and carried out 
following current literature, subscribing to ELT journals, 
joining professional organizations, carrying out action 
research, attending conferences, seminars and workshops 
and holding regular meetings with colleagues to discuss 
problems, data results of teacher responses did not 
confirm this.
From data gathered from the teachers' part of the 
questionnaire called 'Evaluation of Teacher Training 
Programs' there were some controversial answers. While 
some teachers stated that TTPs could be very enlightening 
that they had changed their teaching styles positively, 
and that they felt their students had benefited from their 
new teaching style and changed attitude TTPs had provided 
with, some data revealed that teachers also think teacher 
trainers may not be competent in their fields and that 
content in TTPs is too theoretical and impractical.
However, a majority of the respondents stated that they
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would like to attend in-service training programs in the 
future.
Boğaziçi University:
(2 Administrator, 0 Teacher Trainers, 9 Teachers)
The two administrators at Boğaziçi university, taking 
the initial orientation newly-hired teachers go through 
where they are introduced the books that are used; the 
system of the school; the skills taught at the Preparatory 
school; the Testing Office; and the Curriculum Committee; 
and where the teachers make in-class observation , stated 
that the institution did provide teachers with pre-service 
training. However, most of the teachers who responded to 
the survey stated that there was neither a Teacher 
Training Unit at the institution, nor were any training 
programs offered. Everyone agreed that there was a need 
for a training unit as a necessity to upgrade students' 
success. Furthermore, the administrators also thought 
there was a need for teachers to be able to learn new 
techniques and to update the teaching techniques used at 
the institution.
Both teachers and administrators stated that there 
were in-house, on campus, workshops and seminars that were 
not compulsory available to teachers, where senior or 
volunteer teachers from inside the institution and guest 
speakers lectured. The two administrators stated that the 
content of the pre-service program consisted of
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introduction of new books, review of old teaching 
techniques, peer observation, testing and introduction of 
a new syllabus based on students' needs.
The administrators and teachers responding to the 
survey reported that they were not content with the number 
of teachers attending pre-service or in-service training 
programs, saying that the attendance rate of those 
teachers above five years of experience was 0-10%.
The teachers while giving reasons to why they 
attended or would attend both pre-service and in-service 
training programs said it was because participation was 
compulsory, because teachers saw such programs as part of 
their development, for the excitement of something new, 
for social interaction with fellow teachers that such 
programs bring, to acquire theory and practice and to 
increase student success through new teaching styles 
learned.
Both groups, namely teachers and administrators also 
stated that they were not content with any of the 
practices of pre-service and in-service teaching because 
there was lack of time for the implementation of such 
programs, because the institution did not have teacher 
trainers, because there was apathy on teachers' part and 
finally because some teachers believed experience was more 
important than learning. Also unanimously everyone thought 
that the reasons teachers may be reluctant to participate 
in training programs was because teachers felt what they 
knew was sufficient, some believed being a good teacher
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was a result of experience, because the time TTPs were 
held were inconvenient for the teachers as they did not 
want to stay after class or come at the weekends. It was 
also stated that sometimes the content dealt with at TTPs 
did not meet the expectations or needs, because they had a 
negative attitude towards training, and thus were not open 
to novelties and training, and finally because TTPs 
brought neither an increase in professional salary or 
status.
Regarding forms of professional self-development, 
while the two administrators stated that they believed 
teachers neither advocated nor carried out any forms, the 
teachers stated that they both advocated and carried out 
following current literature, subscribing to ELT journals, 
attending conferences, seminars and workshops and holding 
regular meetings with colleagues to discuss problems.
Teachers also stated that they believed the 
experienced teachers should attend TTPs from time to time, 
that TTPs shed light on peer/group/collaborative work and 
that one benefits from such exposure to new ideas, TTPs 
had changed their teaching styles positively and that they 
would like to attend in-service training programs in the 
future. Teachers also reported that they felt they could 
catch up with new techniques on their own without 
attending TTPs.
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Çukurova University:
(1 Administrator, 2 Teacher Trainers, 6 Teachers)
At Çukurova university, all the respondents in the 
three groups said that the institution offered regular in- 
house, in-service teacher training. The outside training 
courses offered were COTE, CEELT and workshops and 
seminars.
Everyone agreed that there was a Teacher Training 
unit at the institution and that there was also a need, 
arising from the high number of newly-graduated teachers 
and its being a policy of the institution. The 
administrator added that it was a necessity to update 
teachers for the rapid change within the system and 
discipline. The teachers also stated it necessary to 
upgrade students' success.
The teacher trainers themselves had attended CEELT, 
and one also had a DIPELT degree. Three teachers also had 
CEELT s.
Apparently the training courses used to be compulsory 
but no longer were. In-house training programs in the form 
of workshops, seminars and conferences that took place on 
campus, lasted 1-6 days. The lecturers at such programs 
were either volunteer teachers from the institution or 
teacher trainers. Also in the formal teacher training 
course, the lecturers were the teacher trainers.
The decision of who should attend which program was 
left to the teachers themselves.
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All three parties agreed that in the in-service 
programs, the content consisted of new teaching 
techniques, collaborative work/group work, peer 
observation, curriculum and syllabus design and 
introduction of a new syllabus based on students' needs.
All three parties also seemed to agree on the fact 
that the training programs were evaluated through 
questionnaires given out to participants, through feedback 
from teacher trainers, and through informal written and 
spoken feedback from teachers, and that the content of the 
training program was sometimes changed accordingly.
One other aspect the three parties seemed to think 
alike was the fact that the more experienced teachers 
became, the less they attended training programs.
Unanimously everyone said they were content with the 
number of participants participating in in-service 
training programs, and that teachers attended them because 
they saw such programs as part of their development, to 
acquire new knowledge in their fields and to learn new 
teaching techniques and to increase student success 
through new teaching styles learnt. The administrator 
added that though they were not compulsory, they were 
perceived as part of the job.
Apart from the number of people attending the 
training programs offered, the Çukurova staff reported 
that they were content with all of the teacher training 
programs offered to them, and said they felt there were no 
problems regarding the programs.
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Among reasons that were given for teachers reluctant 
to participate in teacher training programs were that some 
teachers feel what they know is sufficient, they find the 
content too theoretical, attending TTPs does not bring an 
increase in professional salary, and that some teachers 
are not open to novelties and training.
The administrator and teachers were at a consensus 
regarding what forms of professional self-development 
teachers advocate, among them being following current 
literature, subscribing to ELT journals and magazines, 
joining professional organizations, carrying out action 
research, attending, holding regular meetings with 
colleagues in order to discuss problems and attending 
conferences, seminars and workshops. Although the 
administrator anticipated that the teachers carried out 
the above mentioned practices as well as advocate them, 
the teachers reported that they mainly attended 
conferences, seminars and workshops.
Overall, the attitude of the Çukurova teachers 
towards teacher training programs was very positive 
according to' the answers they gave to the last section of 
the teachers' questionnaire. Here they reported that they 
learnt a lot from TTPs in terms of professional 
enrichment, that TTPs^  could be very enlightening, that 
sharing knowledge and experiences in TTPs helped one 
develop a great deal professionally as a teacher, that 
they disagreed content in TTPs was too theoretical and 
impractical, or inapplicable to their teaching situations.
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They also stated that they strongly believed teachers 
could brush up their teaching techniques through TTPs and 
that teachers who consider themselves experienced should 
also attend TTPs from time to time to keep up-to-date. 
Finally the teachers stated that they would like to attend 
in-service programs in the future.
Dokuz Eylul University:
(1 Administrator, 0 Teacher Trainers, 9 Teachers)
The respondents from Dokuz Eylul university held 
degrees ranging from Ph.D.s, and had teaching experiences 
ranging from 5 to 15 years.
It was stated that Dokuz Eylul university offered its 
staff in-service teacher training programs, among which 
were staff development programs, workshops and seminars. 
DipELT was provided as an outside training course. It was 
unanimously stated the institution did not have a Teacher 
Training unit, but that there was a need to offer training 
courses especially to upgrade students' success.
The teachers stated that the training programs were 
not compulsory, while the administrator stated that 
workshops and seminars, which usually lasted 1-6 days, and 
were held on campus, sometimes were.
It was said that the lecturers at these programs were 
usually volunteer teachers from inside the institution, 
teacher trainers from outside the institution or guest 
speakers or lecturers.
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There was some disagreement in the responses of 
respondents regarding who decided on who should attend 
training programs. While the administrator stated that 
administrators did so after teachers had applied, the 
teachers said it was the teachers themselves who decided.
The content of in-service programs was said to 
consist of the following issues. Introduction of new 
books, new teaching techniques, collaborative and group 
work, ESP, Curriculum and syllabus design, and finally 
introduction of a new syllabus based on students' needs.
When questioned on whether the content of training 
programs were changed after they had been evaluated, the 
teachers stated that they did not know, while the 
administrator said that they were changed, after the 
program had been evaluated through interviews with 
participants, through feedback from teacher trainers and 
through informal written and spoken feedback from 
teachers.
When asked what teachers, thought of the percentage of 
teachers attending teacher training programs, the teachers 
said that with all the teachers, no matter how. much 
experience they had, the amount likely to attend would be 
25-50%. Regarding the reasons teachers attended training 
programs, administrators and teachers thought alike 
specifying that it was because teachers saw such programs 
as part of their development, for the excitement of 
something new, to acquire new knowledge in their fields, 
thus theory, to learn new teaching techniques, thus
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practice and to increase student success through new 
teaching styles learnt.
Another point administrators and teachers agreed on 
was the fact that they all found staff development 
programs, workshops and seminars offered at their 
institution satisfactory. Among the points they thought 
could constitute problems regarding training programs was 
the fact that there was lack of time for the 
implementation of such programs and that the quantity of 
training programs was inadequate.
The teachers said that teachers might be reluctant to 
participate in teacher training programs because they may 
feel that what they know is sufficient, because they might 
find the content given too theoretical and because the 
time TTPs are held might be inconvenient, for example at 
the weekends or after class. The administrator also seemed 
to agree with these points and added that it might be 
because they prefer other forms of self-development, 
because attending TTPs does not bring an increase ^n 
professional salary and because some teachers are not open 
to novelties and training and some believe that teachers 
make themselves in the classroom, thus development is a 
matter of experience.
As to the question what forms of self-development 
teachers carried out, subscribing to ELT journals and 
magazines and attending conferences, seminars and 
workshops was mentioned.
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In general, the teachers stated that they disagreed 
that TTPs were repetitive and that there was nothing new 
in them and stated that with TTPs they caught up with new 
techniques and methodology, that they had changed the 
teachers' teaching styles positively, that they could be 
very enlightening and that they shed light on 
peer/group/collaborative work, and one benefited from such 
exposure to new ideas. Teachers finally stated that they 
thought teachers who considered themselves experienced 
should attend TTPs from time to time and that they would 
like to attend in-service programs in the future.
Ege University:
(1 Administrator, 0 Teacher Trainers, 8 Teachers)
When asked the Ege university staff about teacher 
training programs, both- the- administrator and the eight 
teachers who responded to the questionnaire stated that 
they had neither inside nor outside training courses 
offered to the teachers at the institution. The 
administrator further stated that they did have teacher 
training programs but on 'an irregular basis, very similar 
to "residency" programs implemented in most American 
universities. It was also stated that there was no Teacher 
Training Unit, but that there was a need to offer training 
courses because of the high number of newly-graduated 
teachers and because of a necessity to upgrade students' 
success.
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The administrator stated that he had attended many 
staff development programs, workshops, seminars, 
conferences and summer schools in Saudi Arabia, UK and 
USA. Also one teacher stated she had a CEELT. Both the 
administrator and the teachers said that they attended 1-6 
day, on and off-campus workshops, seminars and conferences 
throughout the year, where there were guest speakers and 
lecturers.
The content of irregular programs sometimes held 
consisted of introduction of new books, testing and 
collaborative and group work, and they were not evaluated.
The administrator seemed to be more pessimistic when 
asked to state what he thought the percentage of teachers 
of different experience backgrounds attending programs 
would be. While teachers stated that they thought with 
teachers with experience less than two years, it would be 
51-80% and with those over 15 years, it would be 0-10%, 
the administrator thought the former group would fall in 
the 81-100% portion and the latter group in the 26-50%.
When asked why they attended or would like to attend 
in-service programs, teachers and administrators thought 
alike, giving as reasons the fact that they saw such 
programs as part of their development, to acquire theory 
and practice in their fields, and to increase student 
success through new teaching styles learnt.
As to whether they were content with the pre-service 
and in-service training programs offered at the 
institution, while the administrator stated that he was
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not with the workshops, the seminars and conferences 
available, half of the teachers interviewed said they 
were. Among the reasons the administrator stated for his 
discontent were that there was lack of time for the 
implementation of such programs, that teachers did not 
have enough time to participate in these courses, that the 
institution did not have teacher trainers and that some 
teachers thought that experience was more important than 
training.
The reasons the teachers believed teachers might be 
reluctant to participate in teacher training programs was 
the fact that TTPs tend to be repetitive and that there is 
no novelty in context from one TTP to another and that the 
content dealt with at TTPs does not meet their 
expectations or needs, and thus needs to be altered. The 
teachers also stated that it might be because teacheps 
feel what they know is sufficient, and that they believe 
that teachers make themselves in the classroom, stating 
that development is a matter of experience. The 
administrator, not stating the first reason the teachers 
mentioned, said he also thought it could be because 
attending TTPs does not bring an increase in professional 
salary or status.
Finally, when asked to state what forms of 
professional self-development the Ege university staff- 
advocated and carried out, it was found that following 
current literature, subscribing to ELT journals and 
magazines, joining professional organizations were
167
advocated but not carried out, and subscribing to ELT 
journals and magazines, attending conferences, seminars 
and workshops, and holding regular meetings with 
colleagues to discuss regular problems were.
Regarding TTPs, teachers stated that the reason they 
did not attend them was not because they felt what they 
knew was sufficient but because they found TTPs 
inaccessible as the institution did not offer any. They 
also said that they found TTPs very enlightening and that 
teachers who consider themselves experienced should also 
attend them from time to time. There were also a few who 
claimed that if TTPs were upgraded context wise, they 
would attend them, and that the content of TTPs needed to 
be altered so it could be implemented to their teaching 
situations. Teachers at Ege university also added that 
they would like to attend in-service teacher training 
programs in the future.
Gazi University:
(1 Administratorf 0 Teacher Trainers, 8 Teachers)
Gazi university has two separate departments at the 
Preparatory school, where English is taught on different 
campuses. After the questionnaires had been distributed, 
it was found out that one of the groups happens to be the 
teachers of the ELT department. These teachers all had MAs 
and Ph.D.s, and the questionnaire was not suitable for 
them, as they were in pursuit of academic studies.
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The other department teachers also had MAs, one had a 
DOTE and specified that their institution did not offer 
inside or outside training courses. The teachers in the 
second group stated a need to offer training courses as a 
necessity to upgrade students' success.
They said the workshops they attended consisted of 
introduction of new techniques, new teaching techniques 
collaborative/group work and classroom planning and 
management. Gazi university staff teaching English to 
students other than that of ELT said that they would 
expect the percentage of attendance of teachers from 
different experience backgrounds to be 11-25%.
As reasons to why they attended workshops and 
seminars, they said it was because they saw such programs 
as part of their development, for the excitement of 
something new, to acquire new knowledge in their fields, 
referring to theory and to learn new teaching techniques, 
namely practice.
Reasons why teachers might be reluctant to 
participate in TTPs were given as follows: teachers feel 
what they know is sufficient, some believe that 
development is a matter of experience, teachers feel the 
content dealt with at TTPs does not meet their 
expectations and thus needs to be altered, attending TTPs 
does not bring an increase in professional salary and 
teachers have a negative attitude towards training.
As forms of professional self-development, teachers 
said that they advocated joining professional
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organizations, carrying out action research and holding 
regular meetings with colleagues to discuss problems, but 
that they were only able to actually carry out subscribing 
to ELT journals and magazines and attending conferences/ 
seminars and workshops.
Regarding TTPs in general, teachers at Gazi 
university said that they helped them learn a lot in terms 
of professional enrichment, that TTPs could be very 
enlightening, and that they believed sharing knowledge and 
experiences in TTPs helped people develop a great deal 
professionally as a teacher. They also unanimously stated 
that they believed all teachers, including those who 
considered themselves experienced should attend TTPs from 
time to time in order to keep up-to-date, as TTPs changed 
people's teaching styles positively also helped students 
as TTPs provided teachers with new teaching styles and 
changed attitudes. Gazi university staff also remarked 
that they believed TTPs should be made compulsory and 
ended by saying that they would like to attend in-service 
programs in the future.
Gaziantep University:
(2 Administrators, 0 Teacher Trainers, 3 Teacherş)
One of the administrators who responded to the 
questionnaire, one had a Ph.D., while the teachers had MÄs 
and a teaching experience of 5-8 years. It was stated that 
no specific training programs were offered at the 
institution where 20-30 people work, and seminars and
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conferences were offered both as in-house and outside 
training courses where attendance was not compulsory.
These were usually held on campus and lasted 1-6 days. The 
lecturers at these programs were said to be 
administrators, volunteers and experienced teachers from 
the institution, besides guest speakers and lecturers. 
Attending these or not was a decision left to the 
teachers.
It was also stated that there was a need to offer 
training courses at this institution which did not have a 
Teacher Training Unit, due to the fact that there was a 
high number of newly-graduated teachers, a request from 
teachers and as a necessity to upgrade students' success.
The content of workshops held were introduction of 
new books, new teaching techniques, review of old teaching 
techniques and collaborative and group work.
The percentage teachers gave as to what they would 
expect the attendance rate of teachers from different 
experience backgrounds was higher than that of what the 
administrators stated. While teachers thought 80-100% of 
teachers with less than two years of experience would 
attend, the administrators expected this to be 26-50. For 
those teachers with more than two years experience, while 
the teachers anticipated attendance rates going up to 
51-80%, the administrator thought it would be under 10%.
Both the administrators and teachers at Gaziantep 
university stated that they would like to attend teacher 
training programs, namely in-service because they see such
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programs as part of their development, for the excitement 
of something new, to acquire knowledge in their fields, 
theory, and to learn new teaching techniques, meaning 
practice, and finally to increase student success through 
new teaching styles learnt.
As to the question whether people were content with 
the training programs that the institution had to offer, 
while both the administrators said they were, the teachers 
unanimously said they were not content with the workshops, 
seminars, conferences and summer schools the school had to 
offer.
Regarding what sort of problems might be come across 
at training programs, the administrators and teachers 
agreed on the fact that some teachers believe experience 
is more important than training. The other reasons given 
by the two groups did not seem to match however. While one 
administrators said there was lack of time for the 
implementation of such programs, and the quality of 
training programs was inadequate, the teachers said it was 
because their institution did not have teacher trainers, 
and because they did not have enough time to participate 
in such courses.
As to the reasons why teachers might be reluctant to 
participate in such training courses, the teachers said it 
might be because teachers feel what they know is 
sufficient, because they find the content given in TTPs 
too theoretical, because TTPs sometimes tend to be 
repetitive and there is no novelty in content from one TTP
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to another, and sometimes the content dealt with does not 
meet their expectations or needs, thus content needs to be 
altered. Finally it was said that it was because some 
teachers believe that teachers make themselves in the 
classroom and that they believe development is a matter of 
experience.
While the· administrators anticipated that teachers at 
the institution carried out subscribing to ELT journals 
and magazines, attending conferences, seminars and 
workshops, and holding regular meetings with colleagues to 
discuss problems as forms of self-development, the 
teachers only confirmed the last issue.
Finally, teachers at Gaziantep university stated that 
they learn a lot from TTPs in terms of professional 
enrichment, that sharing knowledge and experiences in TTPs 
helps one develop a great deal professionally as a 
teacher, that teachers can brush up their teaching 
techniques through TTPs, that they feel TTPs have changed 
their teaching styles positively and that they feel their 
students have benefited from this new teaching style and 
changed attitude that TTPs have provided them with. There 
were some controversial viewpoints regarding whether TTPs 
should be made compulsory or not, but everyone agreed on 
the point that all teachers should attend TTPs from time 
to time to keep-up-date and that they would like to attend 
in-service training programs in the future.
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Hacettepe University:
(3 Administrator, 1 Teacher Trainers, 9 Teachers)
The responses given to the questionnaire items by the 
Hacettepe teaching staff seemed to show consistency. 
Everyone stated that the institution offered in-house pre­
service and in-service teacher training programs, although 
they were not all be on a regular basis. These in-house 
programs were said to be in the form of workshops, 
seminars and staff development programs. As for outside 
training programs, DOTE and DTEFLA were offered along 
workshops and seminars.
The only inconsistent response seemed to emerge when 
respondents were asked if there was a Teacher Training 
Unit at their institution. While the administrators said 
there wasn't, the teacher trainer said there was, and the 
teachers' responses consisted of affirmative and negative 
answers. However, everyone agreed on the fact that there 
was a need to offer teacher training courses due to the 
high number of newly-graduated teachers and a necessity to 
upgrade students' success.
The teacher trainer held a CEELT, and three teacheps 
had DOTES.
It was also stated that the pre-service training 
programs and workshops and seminars, which were held on 
campus, and which lasted 1-4 weeks, were compulsory for 
the teachers working at the institution. The lecturers at 
these training programs were either administrators pr 
teacher trainers of the institution, experienced or
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volunteer teachers from the institution, teacher trainers 
from outside the institution or guest speakers and 
lecturers. Who should attend training programs was a 
decision the administrators and the teachers had say in.
The content of both pre-service and in-service 
training programs was said to be introduction of new 
books, new teaching techniques, review of old teaching 
techniques, peer observation, ESP, Curriculiam and 
Syllabus Design, and introduction of a new syllabus based 
on students' needs. As regards whether these programs were 
evaluated and then the content of these training programs 
changed accordingly, the teachers said they didn't know, 
whereas the teacher said they were, and administrators 
said they sometimes were, after informal written and 
spoken feedback had been gotten from teachers.
All three parties stated that attendance among 
teachers would likely drop as their level of experience 
rose, but that this percentage would not fall under 10%.
As reasons stated for why teachers attended training 
programs, teachers said because they saw such programs as 
part of their development, to increase professional 
status, for the excitement of something new, to acquire 
new knowledge in their fields, meaning theory, and to 
acquire new teaching techniques, namely practice and to 
increase student success through new teaching styles 
learnt.
Nothing specific can be said regarding whether people 
were satisfied with the pre and in-service training
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programs offered at their institution because the answers 
varied greatly. Those who said they were not content gave 
the following issues as reasons: there is lack of time for 
the implementation of such programs, teachers do not have 
enough time to participate in such courses, there is 
apathy on part of the teachers, some teachers believe 
experience is more important than training and that the 
quantity of training programs is inadequate.
Reasons were also given as to why teachers may be 
reluctant to participate in TTPs, and. the following 
answers were given: teachers feel what they know is 
sufficient, they believe that development is a matter of 
experience, teachers are not open to novelties and 
training and some have a negative attitude towards 
training, attending TTPs does not bring an increase in 
professional salary, the content given in TTPs may be too 
theoretical and the times TTPs are held are not always 
convenient for the teachers.
As for forms of professional self-development, 
teachers said they advocated following current literature, 
subscribing to ELT journals and magazines, attending 
conferences, seminars and workshops, and holding regular 
meetings with colleagues to discuss problems. They also 
stated that they were only able to carry out the last two 
forms, whereas the administrators stated they were able to 
carry out the first two forms of self-development.as well.
In the last part of the teachers' questionnaire where 
teachers were asked to evaluate TTPs, Hacettepe teachers
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said that they learnt a lot from TTPs in terms of 
professional enrichment, that TTPs could be very 
enlightening, and that sharing knowledge and experiences 
in TTPs helped people develop a great deal professionally 
as teachers. They also stated that all teachers, including 
experienced teachers should attend TTPs from time to time 
in order to keep up-to-date. That teachers felt TTPs had 
changed their teaching styles positively, and that they 
felt their students had benefited from their new teaching 
styles and changed attitudes TTPs had provided them with 
were also stated. One criticism that was made regarding 
TTPs was that their content was sometimes too theoretical 
and impractical. In spite of this, the general tendency of 
teachers was that they would like to attend in-service 
programs in the future.
Istanbul University;
(1 Administrator, 0 Teacher Trainers, 5 Teachers)
The three different departments, on three different 
campuses, responsible for the teaching of English to 
students at Istanbul University were visited. In spite of 
the fact that all three departments were interested in the 
survey to be conducted, only the department responsible 
for the Management department responded to the survey, 
whereas the ones responsible for Economics, and 
Electronics and Medicine did not. The following section
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will only define the teacher training activities present 
at the Management department of Istanbul University.
The Preparatory teachers of the Management department 
confirmed the administrator who said they provided their 
teachers with regular in-house teacher training programs. 
The administrator said that staff development programs, 
workshops and seminars along with brain storming sessions 
were held both as pre-service and in-service programs.
Both parties stated that the institution did not have a 
Teacher Training Unit, and while the teachers said there 
was no need to have training courses at the institution, 
the administrator said that there was, owing to the fact 
that it was the policy of the institution, and as a desire 
rather than a necessity to upgrade students' success. The 
administrator also added that it was necessary to compare 
notes regardless of one's experience.
A majority of the teachers said that the in-service 
sessions were not compulsory, whereas the administrator 
said that they were. The in-house programs were said to 
usually last 1-6 days, and it was also stated that the 
staff attended off-campus training programs where the 
lecturers were teacher trainers from outside the 
institution or guest speakers or lecturers. The speakers 
at the in-house training programs were either 
administrators or volunteer teachers from the institution.
The content of the workshops and seminars held was 
said to be, by the administrator, introduction of new 
books, new teaching techniques, review of old teaching
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techniques, collaborative work/group work, peer 
observation, ESP, EAP, Testing, Curriculum and syllabus 
design, introduction of a new syllabus based on students' 
needs and classroom planning and management.
The administrator also added that the training 
programs were evaluated through interviews with 
participants and through informal written and spoken 
feedback from teachers, and the content changed 
accordingly. The teachers said they did not have 
information regarding the issue.
The administrator stated that no matter how much 
experience teachers had, the attendance rate of teachers 
participating at in-service training programs would be 
likely to be 81-100%. This being the case, she said they 
were satisfied with the number of people participating in 
such courses; so did the teachers.
As to reasons why teachers at this institution attend 
training programs, the following reasons were unanimously 
cited by both the administrator and the teachers: 
participation's being compulsory, teachers' seeing such 
programs as part of their development, for the excitement 
of something new, for social interaction with fellow 
teachers such programs bring, to acquire new knowledge in 
their fields, meaning theory, to learn new teaching 
techniques, meaning practice, and to increase student 
success through new teaching styles learnt.
Although there seemed to be quite a lot of workshops 
held at Istanbul university, the administrator stated that
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they were not content with the training programs held at 
this institution because there was lack of time for the 
implementation of such programs, and the quantity of 
training programs was inadequate. The teachers, on the 
other hand, reported that they were satisfied with the 
training programs their institution had to offer.
While the administrator made no comments regarding 
why teachers might be reluctant to participate in teacher 
training programs, the teachers said it might have to do 
with the fact that some teachers feel what they know is 
sufficient, that the time TTPs are held are not convenient 
for the teachers, as such activities usually take place at 
the weekends or after class, some teachers find the 
content given in TTPs too theoretical, some TTPs tend to 
be repetitive and there is no novelty from one TTP to 
another, and teachers sometimes feel the content dealt 
with at TTPs does not meet the expectations or needs and 
they feel the content needs to be altered.
Regarding the question what sorts of professional 
self-development teachers at Istanbul university advocated 
and carried out, it was said that current literature was 
followed, ELT journals and magazines were subscribed to, 
conferences, seminars and workshops were attended, and 
regular meetings with colleagues were held in order to 
discuss regular problems.
Finally teachers at Istanbul University stated that 
they agreed that they caught up with new techniques and 
methodology through TTPs, that they felt TTPs had changed
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their teaching styles positively. They also said that all 
teachers, regardless of how much teaching experience they 
had should attend TTPs in order to keep up-to-date. They 
said they did not attend TTPs for the certificate such 
programs offered. They also stated that they would like to 
attend in-service programs in the future.
Istanbul Technical University:
(2 Administrators, 0 Teacher Trainers, 8 Teachers)
There seemed to be some contrasting information the 
two administrators and the teachers gave as responses to 
the questionnaire. That teacher training at ITU mainly 
seems to be in the form of workshops and seminars, neither 
the teachers nor the administrators knew whether to 
express an affirmative or negative answers to whether 
there was in-house or outside teacher training at their 
institution. So there was a variety of affirmative and 
negative answers regarding the issue. The administrators 
also stated that COTE and DOTE were offered, whereas the 
teachers made no comment on this.
It was unanimously stated that the institution did 
not have a Teacher Training Unit, but that there was need 
to offer teacher training courses as a necessity to 
upgrade students' success.
Attending the 1-6 day workshops and seminars, where 
the lecturers were usually teacher trainers from outside 
the institution, and which were held on campus was said to
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be not compulsory, so the teachers themselves decided on 
who should attend.
The content of in-service workshops was said to be 
introduction of new books, new teaching techniques and 
peer observation. While the administrators stated that 
these programs were sometimes evaluated, the teachers 
expressed the fact that they did not know.
Unanimously it was agreed that the more experience a 
teacher had, the less he would be likely to attend teacher 
training programs. Both parties also expressed the fact 
that they were dissatisfied with the number of teachers 
attending such programs.
Among reasons stated why the teachers attended 
training programs were because teachers saw such programs 
as part of their development, for the excitement of 
something new, to learn new teaching techniques and to 
increase student success through new teaching styles 
learnt.
While one administrators and most of the teachers 
stated that they were content with the in-service teacher 
training programs offered at their institution, namely the 
workshops and seminars, the other administrator stated 
that she wasn't. The teachers also expressed their 
dissatisfaction regarding pre-service programs. Reasons 
regarding this discontent were several. The administrators 
stated that the previous course had not proven to be 
beneficial and that the quality and quantity of training 
programs were inadequate. The teachers stated apathy on
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part of the teachers and that some teachers believed 
experience was more important than training. Both parties 
also stated that discontent had to do with the 
institution's not having teacher trainers.
Among reasons given as to why teachers might be 
reluctant to participate in such programs were the 
following issues: teachers feel what they know is 
sufficient and that some teachers believe that teachers 
make themselves in the classroom, and that development is 
a matter of experience. Some teachers were said to be 
reluctant to participate in TTPs because they find the 
content given in TTPs too theoretical, or the content 
dealt with at TTPs does not meet their expectations or 
needs, thus needs to be altered. Also the time TTPs are 
held are said to be inconvenient as they are either held 
at the weekends or after class.
When asked what sort of professional self-development 
teachers advocated or carried out, responses showed that 
although teachers advocated several forms, such as 
following current literature, subscribing to ELT journals 
or magazines and carrying out action research, they were 
in fact only able to attend conferences, seminars and 
workshops, and hold regular meetings with colleagues to 
discuss problems.
In the last version of the teachers' questionnaire, 
where teachers were expected to evaluate TTPs, they said 
that they learnt a lot from TTPs in terms of professional 
enrichment, that TTPs shed light on peer, group, and
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collaborative work and that one benefits from such 
exposure to new ideas, and that all teachers, including 
those who consider themselves experienced, should attend 
TTPs from time to time in order to keep up-to-date. The 
ITU staff also stated that they would very much like to 
attend in-service TTPs in the future.
Kocaeli University:
(1 Administrator, 0 Teacher Trainers, 4 Teachers)
All the respondents from Kocaeli seemed to have a 
teaching experience of 9-15 years. While the administrator 
interpreted the in-house, non-compulsory staff development 
programs and workshops that teachers were provided with as 
in-service teacher training programs, the teachers stated 
that their institution provided them with neither pre­
service nor in-service programs, and that it did not have 
a Teacher Training Unit. It was stated that the decision 
of whether they should attend these or not was left to the 
teachers.
Both parties agreed on the necessity to offer 
training courses due to the high number of newly-graduated 
teachers—and-feesause-it—was—a-4iecessity to upgrade 
students' success.
One teacher at the institution stated that she had a 
CEELT.
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The content of the workshops held was said to be as 
follows: introduction of new books, ESP, EAP and 
curriculum and syllabus design.
When asked what the approximate percentage of 
teachers from different experience backgrounds attending 
in-service teacher training programs be, the administrator 
said that no matter how much experience the teachers had, 
attendance would be around 26-50, whereas the teachers 
stated that they would expect the rate of attendance to 
fall as teachers became more experienced, thus the more 
experience a teacher had, the less likely he would attend 
training programs. The administrator stated that he was 
not satisfied with the number of teachers attending in- 
service training programs at their institution.
Both the administrator and the teachers agreed on the 
fact that teachers did, or would attend TTPs because they 
saw such programs as part of their development, to 
increase professional status, for the excitement of 
something new, to learn new teaching techniques, thus 
practice and to increase student success through new 
teaching styles learnt.
While the teachers did not state a discontent 
regarding the TTPs offered by their institution, the 
administrator did saying, there was lack of time for the 
implementation of such programs, teachers did not have 
enough time to participate in such courses, the 
institution did not have teacher trainers, and that the
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quality and the quantity of training programs were 
inadequate.
Given as reasons as to why teachers might be 
reluctant to participate in TTPs were that some teachers 
feel what they know is sufficient, they find the content 
given in TTPs too theoretical, and the time TTPs are held 
are inconvenient for the teachers as they are either held 
at the weekend or after class, which makes it difficult 
for the teachers to attend. The administrator also added 
that it was because he thought teachers find the teacher 
trainers pedagogically not too qualified, however, the 
teachers said nothing related to this issue. They did, 
however, state that attending TTPs did not increase 
professional status, and that some teachers had a negative 
attitude towards training.
While the administrator anticipated that the teachers 
at Kocaeli university advocated such forms of self­
development as joining professional organizations, holding 
regular meetings with colleagues to discuss problems and 
attending conferences, seminars and workshops, the 
teachers stated that they advocated the third one, and 
carried out the second one.
Teachers at Kocaeli university also stated that they 
caught up with new techniques and methodology at TTPs, 
that TTPs could be very enlightening and that sharing 
knowledge and experiences in TTPs helped people develop a 
great deal professionally as teachers. Finally, these
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teachers stated that teachers who consider themselves 
experienced should also attend TTPs from time to time.
Кос University:
(1 Administrator, 0 Teacher Trainers, 3 Teachers)
At Кос university, where the teaching staff consists 
of less than 20 people, there seemed to be great unity in 
the responses the one administrator and three teachers, 
all of whom had MAs, gave to the questions in the 
questionnaire. They all said that there were no formal 
training courses available to teachers, and while two 
teachers stated that there was a need to offer training 
courses in order to upgrade students' success, the 
administrator and one teacher said there wasn't. The 
reason the administrator gave.was because "all instructors 
hired had extensive education, training and experience". 
However, she also added that "all instructors were 
encouraged to attend local seminars or conferences to keep 
abreast of the field of ELT".
It was also stated that instructors shared ideas, 
techniques and materials with each other to continue the 
improvement of their program. Apparently, regular meetings 
and workshops were held where teaching issues were
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discussed and curriculum developed or adjusted, and from 
time to time they had experts visit them to share ideas.
The reason the teachers gave to why people might be 
reluctant to participate in teacher training programs was 
because the time they are held are inconvenient for the 
teachers as they are usually held after class or at the 
weekends and also because the content dealt with at TTPs 
does not meet the expectations or needs of teachers and 
should be changed accordingly. Also all of the teachers 
who had responded to the questionnaire that they all both 
advocated and carried out attending conferences, seminars, 
and workshops and also held regular meetings with 
colleague to discuss their problems, thus confirming what 
the administrator had stated above.
Marmara University:
(1 Administratorf 2 Teacher Trainers, 3 Teachers)
At Marmara University, where the teaching staff is 
51-100, it was stated that there is an in-house Teacher 
Training Unit, which provides in-service training to 
teachers, in the form of workshops and seminars. However, 
the administrator and teacher trainers stated that this 
was not an official one, but one which consisted of 
volunteers and experienced teachers. The need to offer 
training courses at the institution had arisen out a 
request from teachers, as a policy of the institution and 
as a necessity to upgrade students' success.
188
It was further stated that both the inside and the 
outside training programs, in the form of workshops, 
lasted 1-6 days, and were held on and off-campus. The 
lecturers at these workshops were said to be 
administrators from the institution, experienced and 
volunteer teachers from inside the institution and guest 
speakers or lecturers. It was also stated that who should 
attend the training programs, in the case of Marmara 
university, was a decision of both the teachers and the 
administrators.
The content of the training programs were said to be 
numerous, ranging from introduction of new books, new 
teaching techniques, review of old teaching techniques, 
collaborative/group work, peer observation, ESP, EAP, 
Testing, Curriculum and Syllabus Design, to introduction 
of a new syllabus based on students' needs and classroom 
planning and management.
All three parties stated that these training programs 
were sometimes evaluated through informal written and 
spoken feedback from teachers, and content sometimes 
changed according to the feedback gathered from the 
teachers.
Regarding the rate of attendance to training 
programs, the teachers stated that they thought the rate 
was over 50% no matter how much experience teachers had. 
The administrator and teacher trainers, on the other hand, 
said that they would expect attendance to fall as the 
teachers experience in teaching grew.
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When asked if people were satisfied with the number 
of participants in the training programs, there were no 
affirmative answers. Among reasons given to why teachers 
attended such programs was the fact that teachers see such 
programs as part of their development, for the excitement 
of something new, for social interaction with fellow 
teachers such programs bring, to acquire theory and 
practice in their fields, and to increase student success 
through new teaching styles learnt. A teacher trainer also 
stated 'it might be helpful for problem solving and peer 
assistance for problems'.
While the administrator and teacher trainer stated 
they were content with the workshops and seminars offered 
at their institution, the other teacher trainer and the 
teacher respondents said they disagreed.
As to why there was discontent, reasons were cited as 
there being lack of time for the implementation of such 
programs, teachers' not having enough time to participate 
in such courses, the previous courses' not proving to be 
beneficial, there being apathy on the teachers' part, 
some teachers' believing experience is more important than 
training the institution's not having teacher trainers and 
the quantity of training programs' being inadequate.
As reasons why teachers might be reluctant to 
participate in TTPs, the following items were cited. 
Teachers feel what they know is sufficient, some teachers 
are not open to novelties and training, some teachers 
believe that development is a matter of experience, the
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time TTPs are held are unsuitable for the teachers, the 
content dealt with at TTPs does not meet their 
expectations or needs, and attending TTPs does not bring 
an increase in professional salary.
When questioned what forms of professional 
development the Marmara university staff advocated and 
carried out, they declared that they were able to carry 
out following current literature, subscribing to ELT 
journals and magazines, joining professional 
organizations, attending conferences, seminars and 
workshops, and holding regular meetings with colleagues to 
discuss problems.
It was the general opinion of the responding teachers 
that TTPs can be very enlightening, people can learn a lot 
from TTPs in terms of professional development, and 
sharing knowledge and experiences in TTPs helps one 
develop a great deal professionally as a teacher. Teachers 
also stated that all teachers should attend TTPs from time 
to time in order to keep up-to-date, including those who 
consider themselves experienced. It was also stated that 
teachers felt that TTPs had changed their teaching styles 
positively and that they felt their students had benefited 
from their new teaching styles and changed attitudes TTPs 
had provided them with. Unlike at other universities, the 
Marmara university staff supported attending TTPs' being 
made compulsory, and almost all of the teachers declared 
that they would like to attend in-service teacher training 
programs in the future.
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Mersin University:
(1 Administrator, 0 Teacher Trainers, 5 Teachers)
Mersin University, where most of the responding 
teachers stated they had MAs, reported that they did not 
have regular in-house teacher training programs, but that 
DDipELT was offered as an outside training course. Both 
the administrator and the responding teachers stated that 
there was no Teacher Training Unit at the institution, but 
there was a need to offer training courses due to the high 
number of newly-graduated teachers and because of a 
request from teachers.
Both parties also stated that, although attendance 
was not compulsory, the staff attended 1-6 day seminars 
and workshops held both on and off-campus, where the 
lecturers were either teacher trainers from outside the 
institution or guest speakers and lecturers. The decision 
of who should decide was left up to the teachers.
The teachers said that the content of these workshops 
were Testing, Curriculum and Syllabus Design, introduction 
of a new syllabus based on students' needs and classroom 
planning and management. The administrator stated that 
such programs were evaluated through interviews with 
participants, the teachers said they did not know whether 
the programs were evaluated or not.
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When asked to comment on what they thought the 
percentage of teachers from different backgrounds likely 
to participate in TTPs would be, the teachers said that 
for all teachers, the percentage would be around 26-50, 
but that there was the possibility that it could go down 
with more experienced teachers. The administrator chose 
not to answer this question.
As for why teachers attend training programs, both 
the administrator and the teachers unanimously said it was 
because they saw such programs as part of their 
development, to acquire theory and practice in their 
fields and to increase student success through new 
teaching styles learnt.
Teachers reported that they were not satisfied with 
the seminars they were offered at their institution and 
said this might have to do with the fact that there is 
lack of time for the implementation of such programs, that 
teachers do not have enough time to participate in these 
courses, and that the institution does not have teacher 
trainers. The reasons the administrator gave to the 
question why teachers might be reluctant to participate in 
TTPs seemed to differ from the answer the teachers gave. 
While the administrator stated it might be because 
teachers find the teacher trainers pedagogically not too 
qualified, because they feel that the content dealt with 
at TTPs does not meet their expectations or needs, and 
thus content needs to be altered, and because some 
teachers believe that they make themselves in the
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classroom, advocating that development is a matter or 
experience, the teachers said it might be because 
attending TTPs does not bring an increase in professional 
salary or status and because some teachers are not open to 
novelties or training.
Regarding forms of professional self-development, the 
teachers said that they attended conferences, seminars and 
workshops, and held regular meetings with colleagues to 
discuss problems.
The Mersin staff furthermore stated that they 
believed teachers who considered themselves experienced 
should also attend TTPs from time to time to keep up-to- 
date, as likewise they could brush up their teaching 
techniques. They also stated that they did not enjoy 
taking part in peer/group/collaborative work that TTPs 
advocate and that they could sometimes not apply what they 
learn in TTPs as it was irrelevant to their teaching 
situations. However, they did state that sharing knowledge 
and experiences in TTPs helped one develop a great deal 
professionally as a teacher.
METU;
(2 Administrators,3 Teacher Trainers,20 Teachers)
METU had the highest number of participants in the 
study, mainly because of the fact that the niomber of staff 
at the institution is over 200.
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According to data gathered from all three parties'· 
responses, this institution provides both regular pre­
service and in-service teacher training to its staff.
Among the specific training programs offered are DOTE and 
INSET which are further supported by in-house Staff 
development programs, workshops, seminars and conferences. 
Also every year, two teachers are sent to the MA TEFL 
program at Bilkent University.
All parties which responded to the questionnaire 
stated that there was both a separate Teacher Training 
Unit at the institution, and such a need, arising from the 
fact that there is a high number of newly-graduated 
teachers, as well as a high number of teachers that have a 
background other than that of ELT. Also, it happens that 
it is the policy of the institution.
While all the administrators and teacher trainers 
have MAS, teachers have either BAs or MAs. Three people 
among the five administrators and teacher trainers, and 
five out of the twenty teachers that responded to the 
questionnaire reported that they had DOTEs.
Apparently workshops, seminars, and conferences are 
frequently visited by the METU staff, be they in-house or 
outside. Among these, the pre-service training is 
compulsory for all the teachers who start teaching at METU 
that year. It lasts 1-4 weeks. Workshops, seminars and 
conferences last 1-6 days, and DOTE, 1-2 years. All 
training programs are held on campus. It is the 
administrators who decide on who should attend the pre­
195
service program, whereas with in-service programs, 
teachers also have a say in whether they would like to 
attend or not.
The content of the pre-service programs consists of 
introduction or new books, new teaching techniques, 
collaborative/group work and classroom planning and 
management. In-service programs also embody the above 
mentioned points while the areas of English for Specific 
Purposes, Curriculiom and syllabus design and introduction 
of a new syllabus based on students' needs are added.
As with regards the people teaching at these programs 
the major group comprises teacher trainers from inside the 
institution, along with those experienced teachers who may 
wish to do so.
All three parties stated that their training programs 
are evaluated through informal written and spoken feedback 
from teachers and feedback from teacher trainers. While 
all teacher trainers stated that the content of training 
programs are changed according to feedback gathered from 
the evaluation of the programs, the responses of teachers 
showed that they were unaware of what was actually going 
on, as all the four options of 'yes', 'no', 'sometimes', 
and 'don't know' had been marked.
Regarding the question comparing teaching experience 
and attending training programs, all three parties stated 
that 100% attendance was compulsory for all hired teachers 
while pre-service was concerned, in-service figures show 
that the more experienced teachers become, the less they
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start to attend such programs, with teachers with over 15 
years of experience going down to 0-10%. This being the 
case, everybody seems to be content with the number of 
people attending pre-service programs, however, with in- 
service programs, one administrator and all three teacher 
trainers said they were discontent with the number pf 
participants, one administrator said she was, the other 
said she wasn't, and one administrator and teachers in 
general stated they were 'somewhat' satisfied.
Among the reasons stated as to why they attend 
teacher training programs, similar responses were given 
for both pre-service and in-service, the reasons being, 
participation being compulsory, teachers' seeing such 
programs as part of their development, for the excitement 
of something new, for social interaction with fellow 
teachers such programs bring, to acquire new knowledge, 
thus theory in their fields, to learn new teaching 
techniques, mentioning practice and finally to increase 
student success through new teaching styles learnt. All 
three parties in this question as well seemed to agree.
Everyone but one teacher trainer seemed to think 
alike in that the pre-service program at METU was 
contenting. DOTE unanimously was also found satisfying. 
While with teachers' responses it was not so obvious, 
responses of all the administrators and teacher trainers 
revealed that the staff development, workshop, seminar, 
conference and summer school facilities offered to 
teachers were satisfying.
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Three main reasons given by all three parties as an 
answer given to why people feel the issue of training 
offered to teachers in general constitutes a problem are 
firstly because teachers do not have enough time to 
participate in these course, secondly because there is 
apathy on teachers' part and finally because some teachers 
believe experience is more important than training. Among 
the reasons given by teachers as to why people might be 
reluctant to participate in teacher training programs is 
the fact that first of all teachers feel what they know is 
sufficient, and that some teachers believe that teachers 
make themselves in the classroom, that development is a 
matter of experience, secondly the fact that attending 
TTPs does not bring an increase in professional salary or 
professional status.
Teachers, contrary to what administrators and teacher 
trainers think, advocate numerous ways of self­
development, such as following current literature, 
subscribing to ELT journals and magazines, joining 
professional organizations, carrying out action research, 
attending conferences, seminars, and workshops, and 
holding regular meetings with colleagues to discuss 
problems. Apparently, only the last two forms are actually 
carried out by teachers. One teacher trainer states the 
fact that "many teachers seem reluctant to participate in 
any kind of program, mainly due to the fact the methods 
and techniques that they are currently using in the 
classroom seem to work well for their students." She adds
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that "teachers should be encouraged to attend staff 
development programs due to the fact that there may t?e 
better methods and techniques more suitable to the needs 
of their students." She concludes by saying that "teacher 
trainers should also update themselves so as to cater for 
the needs of teachers who are interested in development".
The METU teaching staff stated that they disagreed 
TTPs were repetitive, too theoretical or impractical and 
that they stated that they thought sharing knowledge and 
experiences in TTPs helps one develop a great deal 
professionally as a teacher, that teachers can brush up 
their teaching techniques through TTPs, and that all 
teachers, including those who consider themselves 
experienced, should attend TTPs from time to time to keep 
up-to-date. There was controversy regarding the question 
whether they could apply what they learnt in TTPs to their 
teaching situations, and because it was irrelevant to 
their teaching situations; the responses seemed to vary 
from strongly agree to strongly disagree. Finally, almost 
all teachers made the following comment, saying they 
agreed that if TTPs were upgraded context wise, they would 
attend them.
Mugía University:
(1 Administratorf 0 Teacher Trainers¡r 5 Teachers) 
The Mugía university staff reported that they were 
going to start pre-service and in-service programs next 
year and stated that they wanted to answer some of the
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questions according to the program that had been devised. 
They stated that this was going to be in the form of a 
more regular in-service program compared to the staff 
development program, workshops and seminars that were 
present at the moment. The workshops and seminars 
mentioned were to be compulsory for teachers, the 
workshops to be held on campus were going last 1-6 days, 
the staff development program 1-3 months, and that the 
people going to teach were going to be senior and 
volunteer teachers from inside the institution, teacher 
trainers from inside and outside the institution and guest 
speakers and lecturers.
They said the need for a Teacher Training Unit had 
arisen from the fact that there was a high number of 
newly-graduated teachers, from a request from teachers, as 
a necessity to upgrade students'· success, and had become a 
policy of the institution.
The administrator and the staff also commented on the 
fact that they frequently attended outside, off-campus 
workshops and seminars throughout the year. Last June 
there had been a 3-day Curriculum and Development program, 
in September they had had a 6-day workshop in 
collaboration with the British Council on TEFL, in May the 
staff had attended a Curriculum Planning seminar in Datca, 
which had been realized in collaboration with Mugía 
university, the British Council and Cambridge. In June 
they had had an inside course, a 2-week Teacher
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Development Program. They also stated they were in close 
contact with INGED.
Both the administrator and teachers stated that the 
content of these programs consisted of introduction of new 
books, new teaching techniques, review of old teaching 
techniques, collaborative and group work. Testing, 
Curriculum and Syllabus design, introduction of a new 
syllabus based on students' needs and classroom planning 
and management. The administrator stated that these 
training programs were evaluated through informal written 
and spoken feedback from teachers and content of the 
program changed accordingly. He also stated that from next 
year onwards, evaluations would be carried out through 
questionnaires given out to participants, through 
interviews with participants and through feedback from 
teacher trainers they were planning to have.
At present, all teachers no matter how much 
experience they had were expected to attend the workshops 
and seminars, and this would continue to be so in the 
future.
The Mugía university staff were content with the 
niomber of teachers attending their in-service training 
programs. They said they attended these programs because 
they saw such programs as part of their development, to 
increase professional status, for social interaction with 
fellow teachers such programs bring, to acquire new 
knowledge, meaning theory in their fields, to learn new 
teaching techniques, meaning practice and as a result to
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increase student success through the new teaching styles 
learnt.
Both the administrator and the teachers stated that 
they were content with the TTPs offered to them by their 
institution. The administrator added that he would be even 
more satisfied when the institution had teacher trainers 
and there was a raise in the quantity of such programs.
The teachers said that some teachers might be 
reluctant to participate in TTPs because they were spread 
out over an extended period of time, and because some 
teachers were not open to novelties and training and 
because some teachers felt that what they knew was 
sufficient. As for why some teachers might be reluctant to 
participate, the administrator said it might be because 
teachers prefer other forms of self-development, they find 
the content dealt with at TTPs does not meet their 
expectations, or because they find the content given too 
theoretical.
As to the forms of self-development that were carried 
out, teachers and administrators mainly stated attending 
conferences, seminars and workshops; the administrator 
also added subscribing to ELT journals and magazines, 
joining professional organizations and holding regular 
meetings with colleagues to discuss problems.
It was the general opinion of teachers at Mugía 
university that TTPs helped them catch up with new 
techniques and methodology, that sharing knowledge and 
experiences in TTPs helped them develop a great deal
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professionally as teachers, that TTPs could be very 
enlightening, that TTPs had changed their teaching styles 
positively, and their students had benefited from the new 
teaching styles and changed attitude TTPs had provided 
them with. They strongly agreed that all teachers, 
experienced or inexperienced, should attend TTPs from time 
to keep up to date, and further stated that they would 
especially like to attend in-service teacher training 
programs in the future.
Yildiz University:
(0 Administrator, 0 Teacher Trainer, 1 Teacher)
When the administrator of this university was 
contacted, she expressed her sincere sorrow, notifying t^ ie 
researcher that their institution did not have a regular 
teacher training program due to overload of teachers and 
lack of time for the implementation of such programs. She 
said the questionnaires would not be of much help even if 
filled out, and said she would look into the matter, but 
that she expected her institution to be left out of the 
survey, as nobody would be likely to respond. There was, 
however, a questionnaire sent back. The researcher, not 
wanting to leave out the respondent, would like to briefly 
comment on her responses. However, one can in no way make 
generalizations owing to fact that there is only one 
respondent.
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The respondent confirmed what the administrator had 
said by saying that their institution did not offer 
regular in-house or outside, pre-service or in-service 
teacher training programs. She also stated that the 
institution did not have a Teacher Training Unit, but that 
there should be as there was a high number of newly- 
graduated teachers.
What this teacher did as form of professional self­
development was to attend conferences, seminars and 
workshops, and hold regular meetings with colleagues to 
discuss problems.
Regarding TTPs in general, this teacher said that she 
agreed that they could be very enlightening, that all 
teachers should attend TTPs from time to time in order to 
keep up-to-date as they could brush up their teaching 
techniques through TTPs. However, she also stated that 
TTPs were inaccessible to her as her institution, did not 
offer her any, and that they were very costly to attend 
otherwise, and that they could tend to be repetitive from 
time to time. As a last word, she stated that, having been 
a teacher for over 15 years, she would like to attend not 
pre-service but in-service TTPs in the future, especially 
if they were to be upgraded context wise.
